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United States Department of the Interior . prioe
|NAMERICA

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Richard B. Russecll Federal Building
75 Spring Streel, S.W., Suite 1144
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

ER 15/0494
o043.1
October 26, 2015

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mail Code HL-20

888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

Re:  Comments on the Drall Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Lake
Southeast Market Pipelines Projeet, FERC # CP14-554-000

Dear Ms, Bose:
FA1-1 The U.S. Department of the Interior {Department) has reviewed the the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DELS) for the Proposed Lake Southeast Market Pipelines Project. We have

not comments at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. Tf you have questions, please
contact me via cmail at joyee_stanleydios.doigoy or at (404) 331-4524.

Sincerely,

Joyce Stanley, MPA
Regional Environmental Protection Specialist

ce:

Christing Willis — FWS
Gary Leeain - USGS
Anita Barnett — NPS
[Tarold Peterson — BIA
Robin Ferguson - OSMRE
OEPC — WASH

FAl-1

Comment noted.

Federal Agency Comments
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S, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2 £ REGION 4
Z g ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
% & 81 FORSYTH STREET

4y ppot ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

October 26, 2015

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

SUBIJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Southeast Market Pipelines
Project, FERC Docket Numbers: CP14-554-000, CP15-16-000, and CP15-17-000;
ERP No. FRC-E03020-FL-AL-GA; CEQ No. 20150256

Dear Ms. Bose:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its review of the
subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) pursuant to the Clean Air Act Section 309
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Section 102(2)(C) requirements. The
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) proposes to license the construction of a total of
685 miles of natural gas transmission pipelines and associated facilities consisting of three
separate pipeline projects (i.e., Transco’s Hillabee Expansion Project, Subal Trail and the Florida
Southeast Connection). The Sabal Trail project is approximately 515 miles of new pipeline and
easements from central Alabama through southwest Georgia to Osceola County, Florida. The
proposed pipeline is expected to have potentially significant environmental issues related to
drinking water supplies (Floridian aquifer), sensitive geologic formations (Karst), wetlands,
conservation areas, environmental justice (EJ} communities, and air quality and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. The proposed Sabal Trail project alone will provide up to 1.1 billion cubic
feet per day of natural gas to central and northern Florida.

The EPA has consistently expressed concerns over the preferred route through the States of

Georgia and Florida to both the FERC and its applicant throughout the FERC’s NEPA scoping
FA2-1 |process. The FERC’s environmental analysis in the DEIS is primarily focused on identifying and
mitigaling impacts to the proposed action associated with proposed project and not avoiding and
minimizing impacts to environmentally sensitive areas. The EPA has attached detailed review
comments to this letter for the FERC’s consideration (See attachment).

The EPA has very significant concerns over the FERC's process and full and objective
compliance with the NEPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 1500. The FERC’s consultations with the
Florida and Georgia Geological Societies, Suwannec River Water Management District, Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and the EPA occurred after the FERC
accepted the applicant’s 2014 application and after it approved the applicant’s 2013 request to
initiate the FERC’s NEPA pre-filing process. Both the application and the pre-filing request
contained the applicant’s preferred route which became the FERC's preferred route as identified
in the DEIS. The FERC/applicant’s preferred route is the subject of an enforceable contract
between the applicant and Florida Power and Light (FPL) that was signed on June 26, 2013. The

FA2-2

tntemat Addrass (URL)  hitp://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Raecyclabla « Printed wilh Vegatabls Oll Based Inks on Recycled Papar (Minimum 30% Pastconsumer)

FA2-1

FA2-2

We disagree with the EPA's assertion that the EIS does not focus on avoiding
and minimizing impacts on environmentally sensitive areas. The EIS clearly
describes how the SMP Project would avoid and minimize environmental
impacts. Specifically, 1) a significant portion of the SMP Project would be
collocated with existing utility rights-of-way, thereby avoiding impacts and
reducing the overall project footprint; 2) workspace has been minimized to the
amount necessary to safely construct the project, workspace was reduced in
wetlands, and was restricted near other sensitive resources; 3) various special
construction methods such as HDD would be used to cross wetlands and
waterbodies; and 4) stringent erosion control procedures and other construction
procedures that avoid or reduce impacts would be implemented. In addition,
section 4.0 of the EIS details the extensive review of route and aboveground
facility alternatives that FERC staff undertook, and documents the many
modifications made to the Applicants’ original proposals to avoid and
minimize environmental impacts.

The EPA's concerns regarding our review process and compliance with NEPA
regulations are erroneous. Section 1.2 of the EIS identifies the purpose and
scope of the EIS and identifies our compliance with NEPA regulations and
FERC regulations implementing NEPA. As explained in section 1.2.1, the
FERC is required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 to evaluate industry-
initiated proposals to construct and operate interstate natural gas transmission
facilities; the Commission does not initiate natural gas transmission projects.
Consequently, the EIS never refers to an alternative as “preferred” but
correctly refers to the Applicants’ project components as the “proposed” action
or route.

Furthermore, the EPA's belief that our alternatives analysis was affected by the
Applicants’ precedent agreements is unfounded. During the 2-year-long
environmental review process, the FERC engaged in a significant level of
public outreach, agency consultation, and analysis to identify and review a
wide range of reasonable alternatives to the Applicants' proposal. Section 4.0
of the EIS states that for an alternative to be recommended, it must meet the
stated purpose of the project; be technically and economically feasible and
practical; and offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposal.
Based on these criteria and as detailed in section 4.0, we evaluated 7 system
alternatives, 12 major route alternatives, 334 route variations, 10 alternative
compressor station locations, and the use of electric-driven compressor units.
Thus, the alternatives analysis detailed in the EIS is wide-ranging,
independent, and objective.

The Commission considers long term precedent agreements between applicants
and their customers to be a significant indicator of project need. These
agreements typically identify a date on which the gas capacity would
commence, which then establishes the applicant's proposed project schedule.
The Commission is not required to complete its review and issue its decision
on whether to authorize a project within the applicant's proposed timeframe.
However, the timeframe for alternatives that would result in a substantially
later in-service date can factor into whether the alternative would meet the
purpose and need of the project, but does not overly constrain the identification
and analysis of reasonable alternatives.

Federal Agency Comments
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(cont’d)

FA2-3

FA2-4

FA2-5

FA2-6

FA2-7

(X3

FERC's preferred route is also the subject of FPL's December of 2012 request for proposals.
Moreover, the applicant has indicated that the route’s alternative analyses is severely constrained
by precedent agreements with its main client. From the EPA’s understanding, the applicant will
potentially suffer ‘monetary damages’ if it cannot meet its pre-committed contractual deadlines.
The EPA believes that these pre-conditions may have affected the FERC's ability to rigorously
explore other potentially more environmentally-sound alternatives for portions of the proposed
pipeline route,

Based upon the EPA's calculations from different tables and sections of the DEIS, it is projected
that the proposed pipelines will directly impact a total of [,255.1 acres of jurisdictional wetlands
covering three (3) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) Districts (i.e. Mobile, Jacksonville and
Savannah). The DEIS does not fully identify avoidance and minimization measures for the
preferred alternative's jurisdictional impacts as required by the Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1} Guidelines. Furthermore, the FERC’s compensatory mitigation plan for unavoidable
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. has not been finalized and the draft mitigation plan
was not included in the DEIS,

The proposed project will also directly impact 177.8 acres of numerous conservation areas,
including the Green Swamp in Florida. The EPA has substantial environmental concerns with
these dedicated conservation areas being permanently converted to a pipeline easement. From
the DEIS it appears that it is the FERC’s and applicant’s intent to let these conservation areas
naturalize to pre-construction conditions and that this land use conversion will not be a
significant long-term environmental issue. From past experiences with utility easements and
required maintenance and access, the EPA does not believe that this proposition is accurate and
that there will also be potential long-term impacts to natural resources including water quality
and aquatic resources in and adjacent to the easements.

The proposed pipeline is expected by the EPA to have significant impacts to karst areas in the
State of Georgia and Florida and represents a potential threat to groundwater (and surface
waters) resources. The EPA is requesting that the FERC develop an alternative route to avoid
impacts to the Floridan Aquifer and its sensitive and vulnerable karst terrain. The EPA has
recently received an emergency petition' to designate the entire Floridan Aquifer System as a
sole source aquifer pursuant to §1424(e) the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act. This designation
is for areas that may have no alternative drinking water source physically and economically
available to supply all who depend on the aquifer for drinking water. Moreover, the Florida
Geological Survey has delineated a 32-county Springs Protection Area to protect the sole source
of drinking water and the source of spring discharge, groundwater from the Floridan Aquifer.

The DEIS did not fully address the December of 2014’s Revised Draft Guidance for Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Climate Change Impacts issued by the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ). As described in the guidance, “Unlike the 2010 draft guidance, the revised drajt
guidance applies to all proposed Federal agency actions”. The FERC should comply with the
guidance and fully address the requirements in either a supplemental or final NEPA document.
The EPA generally supports alternative, cleaner fossil fuels such as natural gas to replace coal-
fired and oil-fired power plants. However, considering the potential magnitude of the proposed

! April 28, 2015, emergency petition submitted by the Sierra Club Florida Chapter to the EPA.

FA2-2
(cont’d)

FA2-3

FA2-4

FA2-5

Regarding schedule-related monetary damages that an applicant and its
customer may agree to, such agreements are at their risk and do not enter into
our alternatives analysis. Similarly, expenditures by an applicant prior to the
Commission's decision to approve or deny the project, such as land or materials
acquisition, are at their risk and do not enter into our alternatives analysis.

We disagree. Avoidance and minimization measures are disclosed in section
2.0 of the EIS, and include collocation of the pipeline to a significant degree
with existing facilities to avoid impacts. However, to ensure these measures
are clear to the reader we have revised applicable sections of the EIS.

The wetland mitigation measures are described in the Applicants' construction
plans as referenced in sections 2.3, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3 of the EIS. The USACE
wetland mitigation plans (i.e., purchase of wetland banking credits in addition
to the Applicants' other commitments) are to be defined by the USACE as part
of its Section 404 authorizations. The FERC relies on the USACE to
determine any compensatory mitigation required for unavoidable wetland
impacts and we disclose in section 3.4.3 of the EIS those wetland banks that
are currently under consideration for use. In addition, recommendation #8 in
section 5.2 of the EIS states that no work should be allowed to begin until all
applicable regulatory approvals have been received, and recommendation #13
requires that documentation of the Applicants' final wetland mitigation plans to
purchase wetland bank credits, and USACE approval of the plans, be filed
prior to construction.

We disagree. In our experience, affected lands often return to preconstruction
conditions within 1 to 3 years. We also note that the presence of a utility
easement is not inconsistent with the management of many conservation areas,
and have not identified any long-term impacts on water quality or aquatic
resources for any of the SMP Project areas, including conservation easements.
Where those areas contain wetlands, mitigation would be completed as
described in response to comment FA2-3. Secondary and indirect impacts on
aquatic and water resources located adjacent to the proposed easements are
disclosed in section 3.4.2.2 along with proposed mitigation measures to
minimize adverse effects. In addition, we understand the USACE accounts for
potential secondary and indirect effects as part of its requirements for
mitigating unavoidable impacts.

As detailed further in response to comment FA2-27, we strongly disagree with
the EPA’s expectation that the SMP Project would have a significant impact on
karst areas in Georgia and Florida and represents a threat to groundwater and
surface waters.

Sections 3.1.2.3 and 3.3.1.5 of the EIS characterize karst conditions in the
project area, including sinkholes and springs, respectively; describes the
potential impacts that construction and operation of the project could have on
these resources; describes the specific construction procedures and mitigation
measures that the Applicants would implement to avoid and minimize impacts;
and explains why impacts would not be significant. Our staff of geologists and
hydrogeologists consulted with the Florida Geological Survey, Georgia State

Federal Agency Comments



-0

FA2 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d)

FA2-5
(cont’d)

Geologist, and other agencies with karst expertise throughout our review of
karst issues for the SMP Project, and other stakeholders informed our analysis.

We understand that the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS) is receiving increased
attention as a result of regulatory restrictions on water-supply withdrawals and
treated wastewater management practices. At the end of April 2015, the Sierra
Club, through its Florida Chapter, filed an emergency petition with the EPA
seeking designation of the Floridan Aquifer as a Sole Source Aquifer under the
EPA’s Sole Source Aquifer Protection Program. The Sierra Club asserts that
the Floridan Aquifer is threatened by over-allocation, over-pumping, pollution,
and  waste  (http://www.sierraclubfloridanews.org/2015/05/more-floridan-
aquifer-protection-called.html). =~ The EIS explains why construction and
operation of the SMP Project would not result in significant impacts on
groundwater resources, regardless of designation, or petitions for designation,
that are still pending.

The EIS acknowledges the tremendous physical extent and productivity of the
FAS. The FAS covers more than 100,000 square miles including all of Florida
and parts of three other states including Georgia, and ranges from 250 to 3,000
feet thick. As an indication of its productivity, about 4 billion gallons of water
was withdrawn from the FAS and an additional 8 billion gallons of water
discharged from springs each day in 2000. Considering the sheer magnitude
and extent of the FAS and as detailed in section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS, construction
and operation of the SMP Project would not significantly impact the FAS or
associated springs, surface waterbodies, or wells as more than 98 percent of the
pipeline would be installed in shallow trenches with very limited potential to
impact water resources. The EIS further explains that the greatest potential
impact on the FAS would be increased turbidity associated with the loss of
bentonite-based drilling mud at five HDD locations where the drill path would
encounter limestone bedrock. Turbidity would dissipate with time and
distance, and would be further minimized by project-specific construction and
mitigation plans. Furthermore, these five HDD locations are separated from
each other by between 40 and 80 miles.

As discussed in EIS section 3.3.1.7, and shown in table 3.3.2-8, Sabal Trail
would use a total volume of up to approximately 47 million gallons of
groundwater during construction of the SMP Project. In addition, FSC would
utilize up to approximately 29 million gallons of water during construction.
The majority of this water would be obtained throughout Phase 1 of
construction (about 12 months) from municipal sources and private wells that
would be installed at compressor stations. This water use equates to about 0.2
million gallons of water per day (mgd) with an average rate of groundwater
withdrawal over the 12-month construction duration on the order of 140
gallons per minute. This water would be pumped from multiple well locations
and would not constitute any concentrated permanent points of withdrawal, or
water-level drawdown at any specific area. Project groundwater withdrawals
from the FAS would be returned to the aquifer through post-use discharge into
upland areas and would not constitute a consumptive use of groundwater from
the aquifer. As such, this short-term, non-consumptive volume of groundwater
use would not impact the availability or productivity of groundwater resources
in the FAS.

FA2-5
(cont’d)

FA2-6

FA2-7

Additionally, as discussed in section 3.1.8 of the EIS, within 20 days of
backfilling the trench (10 days in residential areas) all work areas would be
graded and restored to preconstruction contours and natural drainage patterns
as closely as possible. This is a standard construction practice required by our
Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation and Maintenance Plan for all natural gas
pipelines constructed under FERC authorization.  These construction
requirements are meant to mitigate the potential of an increase in impermeable
surfaces over construction work areas and to minimize impact to natural
infiltration capacity of post-construction surfaces, and as such implementation
of these requirements would ensure that natural groundwater recharge capacity
from pipeline construction activities over the FAS does not occur or is
minimized.

Regarding the potential for the proposed pipelines to contaminate water
resources, it is important to understand that the SMP Project would convey
natural gas, not a liquid product. The primary component of natural gas is
methane and low concentrations of ethane, that would, if released, dissipate as
a gas into the atmosphere. In addition, section 3.13.2 of the EIS explains that
the likelihood for the proposed pipelines to loose integrity over the operating
life of the project is extremely low.

The EPA is referred to sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the EIS which consider system
and route alternatives, respectively, including alternatives that would avoid or
reduce project siting in karst sensitive areas.

The EPA is referred to section 3.3.1.5 for a detailed description of springs in
the SMP Project area, including the referenced Florida Springs Protection
Area.

See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle
analyses.

See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle
analyses.
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FA2-8

FA2-9

FA2-10

project and its resulting greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the EPA is requesting that a full life
cycle analysis (LCA) be conducted for the proposed pipeline project.

The EPA has rated the DEIS’s preferred alternative as ‘EO-2’, meaning that we have
‘environmental objections’ to a significant portion of the proposed pipeline route due to the
magnitude of the impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and that we are requesting additional
information that was not included. As currently proposed in the DEIS, the preferred alternative
has the potential to violate the Section 404 requirements of the Clean Water Act. Appropriate
and required avoidance and minimization measures to jurisdictional resources have not been
documented and the plans to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts were not
disclosed in the DEIS. Furthermore, the proposed action has the potential to effect the
designation of the Floridan Aquifer as a sole source aquifer under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
The EPA has substantial environmental concerns that local community water supplies could be
adversely impacted in the future. Additional clarification is also being requested for potential
impacts to environmental justice (EJ) communities. The analysis performed in the DEIS does not
fully inform the public as to the potential direct or indirect impacts to EJ communities resulting
from the proposed action.

The EPA has attached its specific recommendations for the FERC’s further consideration. The
EPA recommends that the FERC re-evaluate its environmental alternatives analysis for routes
that avoid environmentally sensitive areas including jurisdictional wetlands, conservation areas,
EJ communities and sensitive karst terrain areas prior to proceeding with a final EIS (FEIS), As
previously noted, the EPA also requests that the FERC fully investigate compliance with CEQ’s
guidance on GHG emissions and climate change. For questions regarding EPA’s review of the
DEIS and the attached detailed comments, please contact Ms. Beth Walls of my staff at
walls.beth@epa.vov or 404-562-8309.

Sinczreiy, : AL

Christopher A. Militscher
Chief, NEPA Program Office
Resource Conservation and Restoration Division

Attachment: EPA’s detailed comments

Cc:  Karin Leff, Acting Director, NEPA Compliance Division, EPA HQ
Tony Able, Chief, Wetlands Streams Regulatory Section, EPA R4
Fred McManus, Chief, Ground Water and UIC Section, EPA R4
Philip Mancusi-Ungaro, Office of Regional Counsel, EPA R4

FA2-8
FA2-9

FA2-10

See response to comment FA2-04.
See response to comment FA2-05.

Regarding the EPA's concern that operation of the SMP Project could
adversely impact community water supplies, refer to section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS
for a detailed description of the potential impact that operation of the project
could have on groundwater resources and public water supplies; we conclude
that operation of the project would not have a significant impact on these
resources.

See response to comment FA2-23.
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Attachment
EPA Detailed Comments on FERC’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Proposed Southeast Market Pipelines Project
CEQ No. 20150256, ERP Number FRC-E03020-FL-AL-GA.

BACKGROUND: The proposed action consists of construction and operation of three separate,
but related, interstate natural gas transmission pipeline systems: the Hillabee Expansion Project,
the Sabal Trail Transmission Project, and the Florida Southeast Connector (FSC) Project. The
reason for the proposed action centers on Florida Power & Light Company’s (FPL)
geographically specific request for proposal to construct and operate a new, onshore natural gas
transmission pipeline originating near Transco's Compressor Station 85 in Choctaw County,
Alabama, extending through southwest Georgia and central Florida, connecting to a hub in
Osceola County, FL, then extending to FPL's existing Martin County, Florida, Clean Energy
electric generating plant.

Hillabee Expansion Project: Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC (Transco)
proposes to construct and operate 43.5 miles of pipeline loop in eight segments, one new natural
gas fired-compressor station, modify three existing compressor stations, and mainline valves, pig
launchers and receivers, and the necessary appurtenant facilities. The purpose is to increase the
volume of natural gas available to source the proposed Sabal Trail Transmission pipeline.
Transco’s mainline transports natural gas from the Texas Gulf Coast region to southern New
England. Transco is currently implementing improvements to ship natural gas from the
Marcellus Shale region of the Mid-Atlantic States back toward the Gulf Coast through its main
line. Gas from the Marcellus Shale region can then be exported from liquid natural gas (LNG)
facilities on the Gulf Coast. These LNG facilities currently are adding liquefaction capacity to
export natural gas in the liquid form to overseas markets. According to the FERC, of the five
Gulf Coast LNG Export terminals it has recently approved, four are under construction.' And
there are 16 additional proposed liquefaction/export terminals for the Gulf Coast."

Sabal Trail Transmission Project: The Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC, proposes to construct
and operate the Sabal Trail Transmission System (STT Project). The STT Project consists of
480.9 miles of 36-inch-diameter mainline pipeline to connect to Transco’s main line in Alabama.
This pipeline will traverse through southwest Georgia, and Florida. It will require the
construction of 5 compressor stations to pump gas through the mainline. These stations will be
located in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. This pipeline system includes the construction of a
hub, the Central Florida Hub, and 2 pipeline laterals: 13.1 miles of 36-inch-diameter lateral
pipeline, called the Hunters Creek Line, and 21.5 miles of 24-inch-diameter lateral pipeline,
called the Citrus County Line, both in Florida. The proposed system will also require the
construction of mainline valves, pig launchers and receivers, meter and regulations stations, and
other necessary appurtenant facilities.

The Florida Southeast Connector Praject: Florida Southeast Connection, LLC, proposes to
construct and operate the Florida Southeast Connector (FSC} transmission pipeline system (FSC
Project). The FSC Project will transport natural gas from the Central Florida Hub to FPL’s
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existing natural gas-fired Martin Plant, in Martin County, Florida. To do this, FSC will construct
and operate 77.1 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline and 49.3 miles of 30-inch-diameter pipeline,
and associated infrastructure including mainline valves, 2 pig launchers and receivers, meter and
regulating stations in southeast Florida.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: The Floridan Aquifer is one of the most productive aquifers in
the world. It provides water for hundreds of thousands of people in small communities and rural
areas in addition to large population centers of Florida and Georgia. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has recently received an emergency petition™ to designate the Floridan
Aquifer System as a sole source aquifer pursuant to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA)."

The Floridan is composed of a thick sequence of soluble limestone, located in a humid,
subtropical climate. It contains fracture systems, indicated by linear traces on the land surface,
which are associated with concentrated karst features associated with increased water movement
and dissolution. It is highly permeable and highly susceptible to land-use associated
contamination. Many of its springs exhibit increased nitrogen levels associated with agricultural
practices. The preferred route alternative as presented traverses the Fleridan Aquifer where it has
the highest transmissivities - horizontal groundwater flow rates - greater than 1,000,000 square
feet per day.” These transmissivities approximate the speed pollutants can move through the
aquifer. Additionally, the preferred route traverses areas in both Florida and Georgia where the
Floridan aquifer is also unconfined which means it is either exposed to the surface or has a thin
cover.”

The Floridan Aquifer’s karst landforms also include sinkholes, caves, disappearing streams,
springs, extensive underground voids {caves, caverns, and conduits) and drainage systems.*"
Springs are the surface discharge point for its underground drainage system. Sinkholes can occur
in the beds of streams, sometimes taking all of the stream's flow, creating a disappearing stream.
Dry caves are parts of karst drainage systems that are above the water table, such as Marianna
Caverns. Additionally, the Florian Aquifer contains well-developed underwater, unmapped
cavern systems, large enough to be explored by divers, such as the Madison Blue Spring which is
still being mapped.

Flaridan Aquifer - Georgia

The proposed pipeline route enters the karst-sensitive area of the Floridan Aquifer in
southeastern Stewart County, Georgia, 20 miles east of the Alabama border. The pipeline route
continues into Georgia within this karst-sensitive area in parts of Webster and Terrell Counties.
The applicant identified 235 potential sinkholes over a 126 mile segment within the proposed
route corridor through southwest Georgia. Additionally, 17 fracture also traces intersecting the
proposed route it in Terrell, Dougherty, Brooks, and Lowdnes Counties." The Floridan Aquifer
is unconfined in the Dougherty Plain where it serves as the primary water supply for
southwestern Georgia. The Dougherty Plain’s prevalence of karst topography, including
sinkholes and springs makes it onc of the most sensitive areas in Georgia the proposed action
crosses.
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At least two known major springs exist in the vicinity of the pipeline: Radium, and Blue (Wade)
springs. The proposed pipeline exits the western lobe of the Radium spring shed up-gradient of
this spring in Dougherty County at a distance of approximately 2.3 miles. The proposed
pipeline’s closest approach to this spring is approximately 1.05 miles. The proposed pipeline
passes within 0.88 miles of Blue (Wade) spring in Brooks County. Moreover, springs feed most
of the Flint River within Dougherty County. Most of these springs are unmapped and located
within the river channel. The proposed pipeline will cross both the Flint and Withlacoochee
Rivers in Georgia using the HDD technique. The proposed Flint River crossing is in Dougherty
County, approximately 1.7 miles southwest and downstream of Radium Spring. And the
proposed Withlacoochee River crossing is between Brooks and Lowndes Counties,
approximately 0.9 mile northeast and upstream of Blue (Wade) spring. The proposed route
crosses the eastern edge of the Dougherty Plain, it then traverses the Solution Escarpment as it
passes into Mitchell County. The escarpment’s base is characterized by solution features: long,
narrow cavities or sinkholes. The proposed route then crosses southeastern Brooks and
southwestern Lowndes Counties were the Florian Aquifer’s confining units have been eroded,
resulting in increased prevalence of sinkholes in this area.

Floridan Aquifer - Florida

Approximately half of Florida has less than 98 feet of overburden soil over a thick limestone
platform, with rock outcropping in many areas. The limestone is often weathered or poorly
consolidated near the surface. Similar to the Dougherty Plain, the limestone contains fissures and
solution channels providing conduits for the vertical flow of surface water into the Floridan
Aquifer.* A major Floridan Aquifer feature is the Cody Scarp, which runs from east of the
Apalachicola River to Alachua County. It forms the boundary between the Gulf Coastal
Lowlands and the Northem Highlands of Florida.

Because numerous sinkholes, sinking streams, siphons, springs, and other karst features extend
along the length of the Cody Scarp, this may be the most sensitive area in Florida that the
proposed route crosses. Within this Scarp, it is common for smaller individual sinkholes to
merge into larger sinkholes, often shallow and irregular in shape. The large size of sinkholes on
the Cody Scarp is due to the thick cover over the limestone. Recharge on the Scarp tends to form
vertical conduits under large sinkholes and in association with ‘swallets’, openings through
which a stream disappears underground, and siphons, a flooded section of a cave, that capture
runoff. According to the FERC, the proposed pipeline will cross the Falmouth/Cathedral cave
system near its proposed crossing of Interstate I-90 in Suwannee County (near MP 270.5 A). The
proposed pipeline will be approximately 150 feet above the cave.

The Cody Scarp is characterized by sinking streams, springs, and large sinkholes within the
Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD). With over 300 documented springs, the
SRWMD has one of the highest concentrations of freshwater springs in the United States. Of the
State's 33 first-magnitude springs (ones flowing at least 100 cubic feet per second, or 64 million
gallons a day), 18 are within the SRWMD. According to the SRWMD except for the Suwannee
River, every single river that crosses the Cody Scarp goes underground and reemerges
downstream as a spring. The entire Santa Fe River at O'Leno State Park is swallowed up by a
sink as it crosses the Cody Scarp. The Santa Fe River travels underground through a network of
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cave passages for over three miles before re-emerging at a spring in River Rise Preserve State
Park.

The proposed pipeline will use the HDD technique to cross both the Suwannee and Santa Fe
River within the SRWMD. According to FERC, the proposed pipeline will cross the Cody
Escarpment from approximate MP 260 in Madisen County to about MP 272R in Gilchrist
County. After the proposed route crosses the Suwannee River, enters Suwannee County, it passes
near the western boundary of the ichetucknee Springshed, then crosses the Santa Fe River before
entering Gilchrist County. The applicant identified 3,750 known karst and potential karst features
within 0.25 mile of the proposed pipeline and 24 fracture traces that intersect it in Hamilton,
Madison, Suwannee, Gilchrist, Alachua, and Levy Counties. Another 4 fracture traces were
identified intersecting the proposed Citrus County Line.

The proposed action also includes the construction of the Citrus County Line to connect to Duke
Energy’s new combined-cycle plant, near the existing Crystal River Energy Complex, in Citrus
County. The HDD technique will also be used to cross the Withlacoochee River in Florida. The
Withlacoochee River forms the boundary between Citrus County and Sumter County, between
Citrus County and Marion County and between Citrus County and Levy County, including Lake
Rousseau, The Withlacoochee River originates in central Florida's Green Swamp, east of Polk
City. The proposed route will cross the Green Swamp in Lake and Polk Counties where there are
numerous conservation easements and land use zoning restrictions. The Green Swamp as it has
been described as the “liguid heart of Florida” and is an approximately 560,000-acre area that
acts as the headwaters to four major rivers in Florida, including the Withlacoochee,
Hillsborough, Peace, and Ocklawaha Rivers.

Conservation Easements

The proposed route will impact private conservation lands: Wamer/Harrell Conservation
Easement/Echo Plantation where both HDD and open cut trench methods are proposed. Open cut
trench methods are proposed for the Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement, which the
SRWMD is a co-owner; Green Swamp Conservation Easements, which FLDEP is a co-owner,
both the Green Swamp Land Authority Land Protection Agreements and the Southwest Florida
WMD Green Swamp Conservation Easements, and Jahna Ranch Conservation Easement, co-
owned by FLDEP.

Springs

Florida has over 1,000 freshwater springs, including 33 of the 75 first-magnitude springs in the
United States. Nearly all of the first-magnitude springs occur in areas where the Floridan Aquifer
is unconfined or thinly confined. The Florida Geological Survey identified a 32-county area in
northern and northweslern Florida as the Florida Springs Protection Area (SPA). The SPA was
developed to assist counties and municipalities in land use planning and resource protection
practices relative to springs. In this SPA, the sole source of drinking water and the source of
spring discharge is groundwater.* Except for the Hunters Creek Line, the entire Sabal Trail
Project in Florida occurs within the SPA. The flow system in the upper Floridan Aquifer within a
spring shed is likely to be dominated by conduits that may be large enough to be explored by
divers, Springsheds that could potentially experience the highest level of effects from the
proposed pipeline are Rainbow Springs, Marion County, and Gum Slough in Marion and Sumter
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Counties. The proposed route crosses a large portion of the western third of Rainbow Springs’
Springshed and within 1.8 miles of Rainbow Springs. It also crosses a significant portion of the
Gum Slough Springshed within 1.1 miles of the spring. The FERC states the proposed action
will cross 11 mapped 1st and 2nd magnitude springsheds, with the nearest approach of the
pipeline facilities to a major spring of 0.7 mile near Gum Spring in Sumter County, FL.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: The proposed action will withdraw 188.7 million gallons of
water and withdrawals could range as high as 8 millions of gallons per day, or higher. The
Hillabee Expansion Project will withdraw 13.7 million gallons of water from seven surface water
sources. The Sabal Trail Transmission project will use 146 million gallons of water, including
seven surface water sources for hydrostatic testing purposes and eleven surface water sources for
HDD purposes. The FSC Project will use 29 million gallons of water for hydrostatic testing and
740,000 gallons for horizontal directional drilling (HDD) purposes.

The proposed action will impact 1,954 wetland systems comprising 1,255.1 acres of wetlands.
The Sabal Trail Transmission Project will impact a total of 940.2 acres of wetland would be
affected by construction of the SMP Project, including 107.6 acres in Alabama, 134.3 acres in
Georgia, and 698.3 acres in Florida. The Hillabee Expansion Project will impact about 82.8 acres
of wetlands and the Florida Southeast Connector Project will impact about 232.1 acres of
wetlands. The proposed action will also impact 32.8 acres of conservation lands in Georgia. The
proposed action will impact 145 acres of conservation easements in Florida, including 96.3 acres
in Green Swamp. It will impact 51.3 acres of state forests, 127.9 acres of conservation areas and
preserves.

QOverland construction could increase turbidity and impact flow at nearby springs. Two springs
were identified within 0.5 mile of overland construction areas in karst sensitive areas of Florida,
the nearest of which is the A. Wayne Lee Spring approximately 0.2 mile down gradient from MP
411.5 in Sumter County.

According to the FERC, the primary geologic impact that could affect the proposed pipeline and
aboveground facilities in karst sensitive areas is the sudden development of a sinkhole that
damages the facilities and poses a safety risk. Other subsidence features could develop gradually
over time, but would not pose an immediate risk to the proposed facilities. Karst features could
be initiated by the physical disturbance associated with trenching, grading, or HDD activity; or
by diverting or discharging project-related water into otherwise stable karst features.

EPA RECOMMENDATIONS
Purpose and Need

The EPA recommends that the FERC clarify the inconsistencies in its expressed purpose and
need. Two separate, independent purpose and needs are identified. In Chapter 1 of the DEIS, the
FERC narrowly defined the purpose and need to a geographic area as specified in Sabal Trail
Transmission, LLC,'s 2013 contract with FPL. In Chapter 4, the proposed action’s purpose is ‘o
transport price competitive natural gas from AL to FL', The two statements are not the same,
The FERC indicates that the FPL expressed the need to satisfy its future natural gas requirements

FA2-11

Section 1.1 provides the Applicants' stated purpose and need. The purpose
and need statement in section 4.0 was intended as a summary of the statement
provided in section 1.1. Section 1.0 has been revised to include the FERC’s
stated mission.

See the response to comment FA2-02 which explains that the FERC evaluates
industry-initiated proposals for interstate natural gas capacity to meet stated
customer needs. This process necessitates that applicants explain their
perceived purpose of the project, including timing, and propose facilities and
routing to transport the requested capacity from a receipt point to a delivery
point. The SMP Applicants did so in their initial proposal and final
application to the Commission. We disagree that the stated purpose and need
for the SMP Project overly constrained our review of reasonable alternatives
as demonstrated by our comprehensive review of a wide-range of alternatives
in section 4.0 of the EIS. The EPA states that the Commission's letters
authorizing the SMP Project Applicants to utilize our Pre-filing Process
included "...approving the Applicant's narrowly defined geographic purpose".
This is simply incorrect and appears to have contributed to the EPA's
misunderstanding that authorization or routing decisions were made prior to
implementing the NEPA process and prejudiced our review of alternatives.

Federal Agency Comments



11-0

FA2 — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (cont’d)

20151026-5294 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/26/2015 11:12:07 &M

FA2-11
(cont’d)

FA2-12

while increasing the reliability and diversity of its natural gas infrastructure.* According to the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the purpose and need provides the framework in
which reasonable alternatives to the proposed action will be identified . Consequently, the EPA
recommends the purpose and need statement more closely reflect the FERC's mission, ‘assist
consunters in obtaining reliable, efficient and sustainable energy services at a reasonable cost
through appropriate regulaiory and market means ** and the FPL's need for future, reliable and
diverse sources of natural gas supplies.

The EPA recommends that the FERC’s purpose and need be consistent with NEPA, According
to the CEQ, the EIS is to serve as a means of assessing environmental impacts rather than
justifying decisions already made, The statement of purpose and need and the resulting
alternatives impacts analysis appear to be justifying decisions made prior to implementing the
NEPA process. There are three reasons for this appearance: First in this 2015 DEIS, the FERC
defined a purpose and need so geographically narrow it must pick the preferred alternative, or
some minor variant thereof. In November of 2014, the FERC accepted a §7(c) application where
the FERC’s purpose and need is the subject of an enforceable contract between the FERC's
applicant and FPL, signed June 26, 2013. The FERC issued a letter order on November 16, 2013,
approving the applicant’s narrowly defined geographic purpose contained in its November 4,
2013, request for approval to initiate the FERC’s NEPA Pre-filing Process.™” The CEQ's NEPA
regulations prohibit agencies from committing resources prejudicing selection of alternatives
prior to its final decision (i.e., 40 CFR 1502.2(f)). No Agency action can be taken that limits the
choice of reasonable alternatives. According to the CEQ, when a lead agency becomes aware an
applicant is about to take an action that would limit the choice of reasonable alternatives, the
Federal agency must notify the applicant it will take strong affirmative steps to insure NEPA's
objectives and procedures are fulfilled (i.e., 40 CFR Section 1506.1(b)). The CEQ’s example:
“the agency might advise an applicant that if it takes such action the agency will not process its
application "™ Furthermore, in its status as a cooperating agency, the EPA specifically raised
this issue to the FERC and referenced 40 CFR sections 1502.2(f) and 1506.1, in an email dated
August 19, 2014.

Second, the proposed ‘preferred’ route is highly controversial as evidenced by numerous citizen,
business, and resource agency concerns filed in the FERC's administrative record since the
FERC’s 2013 letter order approving the applicant’s NEPA Pre-Filing Process request. In
response to these concerns, the applicant has communicated to the FERC that their ‘preferred”
route alternative is severely constrained by precedent agreements with its main client.
Specifically, the applicant will suffer damages if it cannot meet its pre-committed contractual
deadlines. Deadlines committed to in June of 2013 prior to initiating the FERC's NEPA pre-
filing process in November, 2013, For example, in rejecting the Florida Gas Transmission
Onshore Route Alternative, the applicant stated:

“The Praoject’s proposed scheduled in-service date is May 1, 2017, The FGT'
Alternative’s in-service date would be in August 2018. The in-service date delay is due fo
several factors including a complete reengincering of the Projec fucilities; new stakeholder
and landowner owreach; initiation of new federal, state, and local consultation; additional
field surveys; additional public open houses and scoping meetings, and a rework of the
current reseurce reports and application filings. Sabal Trail has executed precedent
agreements with FPL and DEF for the majority of the Project's capacity. These customer

FA2-12

See the response to comment FA2-02 which explains that schedule-related
monetary damages that an applicant and its customer may agree to are at their
risk and do not enter into our alternatives analysis.
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FA2-12
(cont’d)

FA2-13

FA2-14

FA2-15

are depending upon Sabal Trail to provide incremental natural gas transmission services
beginning in 2017 in order for them to meet their increasing electric generation demands.
Use of the FGT Alternative as Sabal Trail’s preferred route would greatly jeopardize FPL's
ability to meet its power gencration needs starting in early 2017 and DEF’s ability to rely
upon the Sabal Trail pipeline to meet ils power generation needs starting in late 2017

The applicant used the same rationale to reject the FERC’s Gulf of Mexico Route Alternative
(MP 0.0 to MP 384.0)*% and alternative fuel-supply alternatives.*" The EPA’s concemn is the
FERC's acceptance of §7(c) applications from applicants having previously entered into earlier
contracts narrowly defining the purpose and need with damages clauses prior to the FERC’s
NEPA process initiation. The EPA believes that these pre-DEIS activities will potentially be
inconsistent with the NEPA requirements and will ultimately limit the choice of reasonable
alternatives.

Third, real-estate contracts were entered into and land purchased during the FERC’s scoping
period to locate the proposed action’s infrastructure along the FERC’s three-state preferred
route.”* Again, the EPA recommends the purpose and need statement more closely reflect the
FERC's mission as stated above.

Alternatives Analysis

The EPA recommends that the FERC consider the appropriate regulatory requirements in
identifying an alternative in compliance with existing environmental law, including CWA §
404(b)(1) Guidelines (the Mitigation Rule), the USACE Public Interest regulations,™ and the
Safe Drinking Water Act’s Source Water Protection Program. The altermatives analysis is the
heart of the NEPA environmental impacts analysis (i.e., 40 CFR Part 1502.14). The EPA
strongly encourages the FERC to select the least environmentally damaging practicable
altemative (LEDPA) pursuant to the Clean Water Act (CWA) section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (and
the Mitigation Rule, 40 CFR Part 230). The Mitigation Rule requires the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) to consider whether the proposed project represents the LEDPA. The CWA
tasks EPA with oversight of USACE’s CWA 404 permit decisions.* The USACE and EPA
follow the Mitigation Rule’s defined process prior to the issuance of a 404 permit.~* This Rule
requires a sequential, four step consideration. The first step requires the applicant to rebut the
Mitigation Rule’s presumption of the existence of a LEDPA (i.e., 40 CFR 230.10(a).»"). The
EPA recommends that the FERC compare each alternative’s ability to address the USACE’s
public interest review requirements regarding wetlands. The USACE states its policy finding that
*“{m]ost wetlands constitute a productive and valuable public resource, the unnecessary
alteration or destruction of which should be discouraged as contrary to the public interest ">

The EPA recommends that the FERC address and compare each alternative’s ability to address

the USACE's public interest review requirements regarding water supply and conservation. The
USACE states its policy finding that “{[w]ater is an essential resource, basic to human survival,
economic growth, and the natural environment. Actions affecting water quantities are subject to
Congressional policy as stated in section 101(g) of the Clean Water Act which provides that the
authority of states to allocate water quantities shall not be superseded, abrogated, or otherwise
impaired " The EPA recommends that the FERC avoid the identified sensitive arcas of the

FA2-16 | Floridan Aquifer. Because part of the project’s preferred route appears to be pre-decided, the

FA2-13

FA2-14

FA2-15

FA2-16

See the response to comment FA2-02 which explains that land and material
purchases that an applicant may make prior to the Commission rendering its
decision are at the applicant's risk and do not enter into our alternatives
analysis. See also the response to comment FA2-11 concerning the SMP
Project purpose and need.

Appropriate regulatory requirements were considered by staff in the
alternatives analysis. As stated in section 1.0, the USACE assisted staff as a
cooperating agency during the environmental review process. Section 4.0 of
the EIS details the comprehensive review of alternatives conducted for the
SMP Project which included total and forested wetland impacts as one of many
environmental factors considered in our evaluation of all major route
alternatives and many route variations. The EIS also identifies numerous route
modifications to the Applicants' original proposal primarily to avoid or reduce
wetland impacts. A notable example includes the Green Swamp area of
Florida, where Florida Audubon commented that "Through re-routing and
mitigation, Sabal Trail has reduced overall impacts to the Green Swamp Area
of Critical Concern..." and that "The Project as now designed resolves any of
our prior stated concerns regarding wetlands, protected species, and mitigation"
(see comment letter CO1). In addition, the USACE assisted the FERC staff in
its environmental review of the SMP Project, including project alternatives.
Section 1.2.2 of the EIS describes USACE authority pursuant to the CWA and
RHA.

The USACE will address analysis of alternatives, wetland mitigation, and
public interest review requirements as part of its review, as required under
Section 10 and 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Our analysis of alternatives does consider the number of waterbody crossings,
where applicable, for each alternative. However, we do not believe water
supply and conservation significantly differentiate between any of the project
alternatives because the Applicant's would use the same waterbody
construction and mitigation procedures for any alternative as they would for
the proposed project, and we conclude that those procedures avoid and
minimize potential impacts on waterbodies to less than significant levels.
Similarly and as noted in response to comment FA2-05, we conclude that
construction and operation of the SMP Project would have no significant
impact on the Floridan Aquifer; therefore, proximity to the Floridan Aquifer
does not provide a decisive factor.

It is unclear what areas the EPA considers to be the sensitive areas of the
Floridan Aquifer, but the EPA is referred to response to comment FA2-05.

The EPA is referred to section 3.1.2.3 which includes a detailed description of
the resources, consultations, and studies used to characterize karst conditions,
including site-specific geotechnical and geophysical investigations at all
proposed HDD crossings and major aboveground facilities in karst sensitive
areas. Our geologists and hydrologists reviewed these studies and find that
they adequately characterize karst conditions in the project area.

Federal Agency Comments
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FA2-16 | EPA recommends greater use of geotechnical and geophysical investigations for the proposed
(cont’d) |Foute, HDD crossings, and aboveground facilities, The Federal Source Water Protection Program
is a volunteer, not regulatory program to avoid placing undue financial constraints on rural and
small communities. The EPA’'s role is to work with state and tribal agencies, non-governmental
agencies, and citizen groups to encourage partnerships and provide information for carrying out
source water protection actions. The Federal Source Water Protection Program includes the Sole
Source Aquifer Program and Source Water Assessments, which include defining wellhead
protection areas for drinking water wells.* Additionally, the FSG has provided local
governments with its SPA analysis to further assist local communities with protection of their
major source of water supply. It identified a 32-county SPA area. The entire Sabal Trail
Transmission pipeline crosses this SPA.

FA2-17 |The EPA recommends that the FERC evaluate and compare each alternative with respect to the
number and type of pipeline crossings due to the significant implications to public safety and the
Floridan Aquifer’s vulnerability. As part of this analysis, the associated potential impacts should
also be compared. The FERC indicates there are multiple locations where the proposed action
will cross, be located in close proximity to, or paralle] the Florida Gas Transmission (FGT)
system. The FERC also indicates there are multiple FGT crossings of the Suwannee and Santa Fe
Rivers. Given the FERC’s preference for pipeline collocation, it is unclear how many of the
proposed pipeline’s river crossings are collocated with FGT. The FERC has identified a HDD
crossing for both the Suwannee and Santa Fe Rivers but has not indicated if the proposed action
will be collocated with the FGT at these crossings. The FERC indicates that the proposed action
will be collocated with the Dixie liquid propane line. According to Southern Natural Gas (SNG),
each proposed pipeline crossing of an existing pipeline poses a risk, both during crossing
construction and during operation and maintenance of both pipelines.» This risk is heightened
by the fact that SNG’s pipeline (referred to as SONAT in the DEIS) must remain in service
during the proposed action’s construction. Each time the applicant cuts or bores under the SNG
pipeline, it increases the risk of compromising SNG’s pipeline integrity. Disturbing the soil
around and under SNG's pipeline during the proposed pipeline’s construction creates a potential
for the soil around the SNG pipeline to become de-stabilized. This can potentially lead to undue
stresses on its pipeline which could result in future pipeline failure. Moreover, the creation of
undue stresses on the crossed SNG pipeline segment is exacerbated when the crossing is
accomplished by using the applicant’s proposed, cheaper, open-cut trench method. The proposed
crossings, according to SNG, complicate the cathodic-protection systems of both pipelines,
increasing the difficulty to ensure both pipelines are adequately protected from corrosion.
Additionally, SNG has stated in its letters to the FERC that pipeline crossings, particularly when
the pipelines are running in parallel, complicate routine operation and maintenance activities
such as line locating, leak surveying, and management of encroachments because the orientation
of the pipelines changes from location to location. Furthermore, the SNG recommended that
crossings should be avoided wherever possible in order to avoid unnecessary and additional risk.

The EPA is concerned with the existence of Dixie Pipelines natural gas liquids (propane) and the
SNG’s pipelines in the vicinity of the proposed action, a municipal wellfield pumping ground
water from the Floridan Aquifer that is not far from the Flint River. The EPA is concerned over
whether the proposed action could lead to all three pipelines failing either during the proposed
action’s construction or operational lifetime. The EPA notes the causes of pipeline incidents fall

FA2-17

The number of pipeline crossings is not a meaningful factor for comparing
alternatives because they are commonly completed as part of new pipeline
construction and do not pose a public safety concern.

Table 2.3.2-2 (Appendix D) lists the utility crossings associated with the SMP
Project. As discussed in section 2.3.2.7, the Applicants are required to comply
with 49 CFR 192.325, which requires that the pipeline be installed with enough
clearance from any other underground structure to allow proper maintenance
and to protect against damage that might result from proximity to other
structures.

In addition, as discussed in section 3.13.1, Sabal Trail has committed to work
with SONAT on the design and construction methods for the proposed
crossings, cathodic protection systems, and future maintenance activities. We
have reviewed proposed pipeline crossings and find them sufficiently justified
to minimize impacts on residences, cultural resources, and other environmental
resources, and to address construction constraints.

See also the response to comments FA2-5 and FA2-27, and referenced sections
of the EIS, which explain that the SMP Project would not pose a significant
threat to the Floridan Aquifer.
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FA2-17 | into several broad categories based on how the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
(cont’d) Administration (PHMSA) collects incident data from pipeline operators. The predominant
PHMSA-defined causes of pipeline failures are corrosion, material/weld failures, and excavation
damage. According to the PHMSA, over 50% of the nation's pipelines were constructed in the
1950's and 1960's during the creation of the interstate pipeline network built in response to the
huge demand for energy in the thriving post-World War II economy. Both SNG and Dixie
Pipeline likely may have been pipeline projects constructed during that era before many of the
nation’s environmental protection laws were passed including FERC's NEPA responsibilities
and the PHMSA’s existence, Morcover, according to the PHMSA, gaps exist in its understanding
of the risk associated with the nation's existing pipeline infrastructure.>* Consequently, the EPA
recommends that the FERC consider selecting a route altemnative for the proposed action that
minimizes the number of pipeline crossings. The proposed action’s right-of-way represents a
future pipeline site per the FERC’s right-of-way pipeline collocation policy.

FA2-18 | The EPA recommends that the FERC provide a more rigorous review of its No Action
alternatives analysis. The CEQ requires an agency to “rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives " and “to devote substantial treatment to each alternative™
(i.e., 40 C.F.R. §1502.14(a) & (b}). The FERC does not consider the possibilities that the No
Action alternative could facilitate a new mode of natural gas transmission, e.g., LNG
export/import, to compcte with the existing natural-gas transmission, the two existing pipeline
systems: Florida Gas Transmission’s pipelines and the Gulfstream Pipeline. TRANSCO is
upgrading its mainline in order to ship Marcellus Shale-sourced gas to the Gulf Coast where
LNG facilities are upgrading their capacities to export this natural gas overseas to markets where
natural gas can sell at higher prices. The FERC has recently approved five (5) Gulf Coast LNG
Export terminals.* Reportedly, four (4) facilities are under construction. And 16 more are
proposed for the Gulf Coast.» Furthermore, in Florida off its west coast, the Pt. Dolphin LNG
Import project has already secured approval from the applicable Federal agencies, including
FERC, and the conversion has been vetted through the NEPA process. The FERC has not clearly
magde the case for the transmission of natural gas by pipeline being superior to transport by LNG
vessels.

The LNG Import/Export mode of natural gas transmission can also meet FPL's request for
reliable, cost competitive natural gas. Unlike the proposed action, the LNG alternative also meets
FPL’s request for a natural gas transmission system geographically separate from the existing
natural gas transmission lines currently serving Florida. Because the proposed action proposes to
collocate with existing natural-gas transmission lines, it cannot be considered geographically
separate.

FA2-19 | Inthe DEIS No Action analysis, the FERC also appears to assume the only source of natural gas
available to FPL is a connection point to TRANSCO’s mainline in Alabama. The LNG
alternative gives FPL access to foreign natural gas supplies. These supplies can compete with US
mainland-sourced natural gas supplies. Contrary to the FERC’s conclusion, the No Action
alternative does not guarantee FPL cannot obtain reliable and diverse natural gas supplies.
Moreover, the No Action alternative may realize less impacts to CW A-protected waters,
wetlands-protection conservation easements, the proposed SDWA sole-source aquifer designate
- the Floridan Aquifer, the FGS's SPA, public’s source waters, and environmental justice (EJ)

FA2-18

FA2-19

Section 4.1 of the EIS has been amended to clarify the USACE approach to
considering the no-action alternative and to reference alternative modes of
transportation that are evaluated as system alternatives in section 4.2 of the
EIS. As discussed, we determined that no system alternatives are preferable to
the proposed action.

In addition, on September 25, 2015, Port Dolphin Energy, LLC notified the
FERC that it has abandoned its plans for a deepwater LNG import terminal off
of Tampa Bay, Florida, having failed to negotiate commercial contracts for the
facility and noting that, since inception of the project, the United States has
become an exporter of natural gas. Section 4.2.3 of the EIS has been revised to
reflect cancellation of the Port Dolphin project.

See response to comment FA2-18. LNG import is not a practical alternative
for meeting the SMP Project purpose and need.

Federal Agency Comments
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FA2-19 | communities. Furthermore, the No Action altemative may realize both the FERC's mission and
(cont’d) | the FPL’s need for future, reliable and diverse sources of natural gas supplies.

FA2-20 | The EPA recommends that the FERC provide its economic analysis used to support its dismissal
of this alternative as ‘economically impractical’. The CEQ regulations at 40 C.F.R. §1502.24
require agencies, “to identify any methodologies used and ... make explicit reference by footnote
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement " (EIS). The
FERC states in the DEIS: “...we do not consider the cost of an alternative as a critical factor
unless the added cost to design, permit, and construct the alternative would render the project
economically impractical . Both the FERC’s terms cost and econemically impracticable suggest
a quantitative analysis determined the cost and evaluated the economic practicability. The EPA
recommends that the FERC provide its quantitative analysis to support its conclusion: “‘the cost
of constructing two LNG terminals, operating LNG ship carviers, and constiucting the necessary
natural gas pipeline, would make this system economically impractical .

FA2-21 | The EPA recommends that the FERC provide a more rigorous review of its LNG Import
alternative consistent with 40 C.F.R. §§1502.14{a) & (b) as discussed above in the *No Action
Alternative' comments. The EPA recommends that the FERC explain this alternative’s economic
impracticability in context of its recent LNG export terminal approvals and their construction,
and the information provided to the FERC by Port Dolphin Energy LLC. According to the
FERC, four of the five Gulf Coast LNG Export terminals it has approved are currently under
construction and it anticipates the approval of 16 more for the Gulf Coast.»

In Port Dolphin Energy LLC’s Request (October 17, 2014) to Extend FERC Certificate and
Project In-Service Date, it stated that the cost of constructing Port Dolphin would be less than a
major new pipeline system from the northern part of Florida to the central and southern parts of
the State. Port Dolphin Energy also indicated it can add significant storage facility/capacity,
which the proposed action does not and which the State lacks. It stated it can provide invaluable
supply flexibility, a benefit to Florida consumers. It also stated it can meet the State of Florida’s
increasing need for additional gas supply by providing natural gas from the same mainiand
sources that the proposed action proposes to access. Port Dolphin Energy indicates an added
benefit to its LNG facility is its ability to provide FPL access to international natural gas
resources. It offers a new source of gas transportation to compete with existing pipelines. Lastly,
this facility has already been vetted through a joint agency (the FERC and United States
Maritime Administration) NEPA process and received these agencies’ approval. Consequently,
the FERC should clearly explain why it considers this altemative to be economically impractical.
According to the CEQ, NEPA was enacted to promote efforts to prevent or eliminate damage to
the human environment.**# (i.e., 42 U.S.C. §4321). This LNG Import Alternative would prevent
the environmental impacts associated with the proposed action, particularly the karst sensitive
areas of the Floridan Aquifer System in southwest Georgia and northcentral Florida.

FA2-22 | The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to lands,
forests, and wetlands. The FERC currently uses a potentially meaningless evaluation of acres
impacts for comparing the altemnatives. The FERC states it includes acreages impacts in its
factors determinative of whether an alternative is preferable to the proposed action. However, the
FERC does not differentiate the type of land, forests, and wetlands acres being impacted. For
example, the FERC describes the FGT Onshore Route Alternative as requiring an additional

FA2-20

FA2-21

FA2-22

See response to comment FA2-18. LNG import is not a practical alternative
for meeting the SMP Project purpose and need and section 4.2 of the EIS
has been amended to reference typical costs of LNG projects.

See response to comment FA2-18. LNG import is not a practical alternative
for meeting the SMP Project purpose and need.

As noted in section 4.0 of the EIS, we initially use desktop information to
ensure comparative data between alternatives and because more detailed
information such as field surveys is not generally available due to the scale
of the alternatives. However, the Commission can obtain more detailed data
if needed to inform its analysis. Further, based on our analysis of impacts in
section 3.0 of the EIS, we believe that impacts on wetlands, forests, and
other resources would be generally analogous for all alternatives (e.g.,
clearing and trenching would impact wetlands on an alternative route in a
similar way to wetlands on the proposed route), and, therefore, acreage of
impacts is an appropriate unit of comparison. We have differentiated the
types of land impacted such as forests, forested wetlands, other wetlands,
and recreational and special interest areas. We believe our analysis provides
a meaningful comparison of alternatives, and, where applicable, discuss
meaningful differences that exist.

Federal Agency Comments
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FA2-22
(cont’d)

FA2-23

FA2-24

1,024.3 acres of land for construction and affecting 386.7 more acres of forest and 521.9 more
acres of wetland than the proposed route, The FERC does differentiate real estate or timber lands
from lands and wetlands that may have special protected designations or recreational value.

The applicant identified the FGT alternative to cross the Robert Brent Wildlife Management
Area (WMA) in Liberty County. However, this WMA no longer exists because the land owner, a
real estate/land development company, St. Joe Corp., withdrew its land out of the State’s WMA
system for financial reasons. Similarly, the applicant identified the FGT alternative as crossing
the San Pedro Bay Area, FL, containing numerous wetlands, extreme saturated soil conditions,
and limited upland areas. This area coincides with the former 17,872-acre San Pedro Bay WMA,
which no longer exists because Foley Timber and Land Company withdrew its lands from the
State’s WMA system. The EPA strongly recommends that the FERC require the development of
a comparative metric to make this a meaningful metric in its alternatives analysis.

The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to EJ
communities. The FERC has not clearly identified its EJ metrics. Continuing with the FGT
alternative as an example, the FERC indicates this alternative crosses 65.0 miles more of areas
classified as EJ communities. The FERC does not define its term classified as environmental
justice communities in demographic terms to sufficiently compare EJ impacts. Moreover, ‘miles
of EJ communities ' is not a particularly informative metric for EJ impacts. Direct and indirect
impacts to EJ communities’ drinking water supplies, residences, neighborhoods, infrastructure,
ctc., is a meaningful and informative metric. The FERC states in the DEIS that it includes miles
of EJ communities in its factors determinative of whether an alternative is preferable to the
proposed action. The EPA strongly recommends that the FERC develop a comparative metric to
make this a meaningful metric in its alternatives analysis. The affected EJ community in
Dougherty County has clearly identified for the FERC the potential impacts to them associated
by the proposed project. However, the FERC has not clearly defined environmental justice
impacts for the alternatives evaluated, including the rest of the proposed action. The FERC
should provide a copy of its EJ-analysis results to support its alternatives conclusions.
Executive Order 12898 directs ali Federal agencies to identify and address the disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and low-
income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.* The order also
directs each agency to develop a strategy for implementing environmental justice. The order is
intended to promote nondiscrimination in Federal programs that affect human health and the
environment and provide minority and low-income communities’ access to public information
and public participation. In its EJ analysis, the FERC should determine the extent of collocation
impacts on identified EJ populations. All of the FERC’s pipeline projects are designed to be
collocated with existing pipelines and utility rights-of-way to the greatest extent practical.
However, the FERC does not identify the extent EJ populations are burdened with multiple
pipelines, increasing their potential exposure risk. There may be cases where the collocation of
natural gas pipelines with existing rights-of-way may maximize impacts to both the EJ
populations and sensitive environments,

The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to karst
features. Continuing with the FGT altemnative as an example, the FERC indicates this alternative
crosses 57.9 miles more of karst features. The FERC states it includes ‘miles of karst features’
crossings in its factors determinative of whether an alternative is preferable to the proposed

FA2-23

FA2-24

Section 3.10.4 of the EIS details our analysis of potential impacts on
environmental justice populations, including potential direct and indirect
effects. To clarify the basis for our comparative analysis, we have added a
footnote into the tables in section 4.0 to reference to resource specific
discussions in section 3.0.

We believe that the metric of “Miles of EJ Communities Crossed” is
sufficiently informative for the purpose of comparing alternatives considering
that most project impacts are related to the length and location of the facilities
relative to resources and our conclusion that limited impacts of the SMP
Project would not have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on EJ
communities.

Collocation of linear infrastructure is a common practice as it generally
reduces overall environmental impacts on a community. As discussed in the
EIS, the SMP Project would comply with applicable air and noise regulations
and would not pose a significant risk to groundwater resources or public
safety.

Section 4.0 of the EIS describes the process undertaken to compare
alternatives and explains that the level of detail considered progresses until it
becomes clear whether or not an alternative satisfies the evaluation criteria.
As detailed in the EIS and summarized in response to comments FA2-05 and
FA2-16, we conclude that construction and operation of the SMP Project
would not result in significant impacts on geologic features or groundwater
resources, or pose a significant public safety hazard in karst areas. However,
we have quantified differences between routes in terms of "miles of karst
areas crossed" and believe that unit of measure provides sufficient detail in
comparing alternatives.
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FA2-24
(cont’d)

FA2-25

FA2-26

FA2-27

action. ‘Karst features’ as used in the DEIS appears to be a meaningless metric. There are
insignificance and significant karst features, and protected karst features, e.g., FGS’ SPA. The
EPA recommends that the FERC develop a comparative metric to make this a meaningful metric
in its alternatives analysis. For clarification purposes, the EPA has repeatedly expressed concern
for impacts to the Floridan Aquifer, a source water for community and private water supplies and
surface-water bodies, particularly in drought periods, contained within vulnerable karst terrain.
The EPA has not expressed concemn for the number of karst features impacted. The FERC’s
miles of karst features does not capture the potential magnitude and intensity of impacts to the
Floridan Aquifer.

The EPA recommends that the FERC appropriately characterize environmental impacts to
special interest or recreational areas and develop a meaningful metric that can be applied to
altemnatives as part of the FERC comparative alternatives analysis. Continuing with the FGT
alternative as an example, the FERC indicates this alternative crosses 113.4 miles more of special
interest or recreational areas. The FERC states it includes miles of special interest or
recreational areas crossings in its factors determinative of whether an alternative is preferable to
the proposed action. The EPA recommends that the FERC develop a comparative metric to make
this a meaningful metric in its alternatives analysis.

Environmental Impacts

The EPA recommends that the FERC have a karst risk assessment be prepared by an
independent party with no financial interest in its outcome for the proposed route located within
the Dougherty Plain, Cody Escarpment, and the Florida Geological Survey (FGS)-identified
Florida Springs Protection Areas (SPAs).** As acknowledged by the FERC, the Dougherty Plain
and the Cody Scarp are the most sensitive areas in Florida and Georgia the proposed route
traverses. The EPA further recommends this karst risk assessment be subjected to appropriate
peer review by the relevant Federal and state geological surveys, and include the Suwannee
‘Water Management District. The EPA is concerned that the FERC’s risk assessment is
insufficiently rigorous given the significance of the Floridan Aquifer and the FGS-identified
SPAs. This significance is evidenced by the EPA’s receipt of an emergency petition to designate
the entire Floridan Aquifer as a Sole Source Aquifer pursuant to the Federal Safe Drinking Water
Act.»= The FGS-identified SPAs define areas where groundwater is the sole source of drinking
water and the source of spring discharge for the area,

The FERC's sinkhole risk assessment is based upon &nown historical occurrence of sinkholes
and the results of limited geotechnical and geophysical assessments. It assesses the relative risk
for sinkhole development. The FERC defined a /ow risk setting as where historical occurrences
may have been reported or documented, but it is unlikely for a sinkhole to develop at the site of
the proposed action. The FERC defined a medium risk setting based on whether historical
occurrences of sinkholes are well documented in the area and conditions favorable to sinkhole
development are believed to be present. And the FERC defined a high risk setting where
historical occurrences are common and frequent and conditions favorable to development are
present and well documented. The FERC’s risk assessment as presented in the DEIS assumes
some entity has investigated, researched, and documented all karst features within the study area.
The EPA does not believe that this assumption is invalid as explained below. Moreover, the

FA2-25

FA2-26

FA2-27

Our comparison of potential impacts on recreational and special interest
areas in Section 4.0 presumed that the reader had read section 3.9.2.5 of
the EIS, where these areas are described and potential direct and indirect
effects are discussed. To clarify the basis for our comparative analysis, we
have added a footnote into the tables in section 4.0 to reference to resource
specific discussions in section 3.0.

As an independent Commission designated by Congress under EPAct 2005
as the lead federal agency for review of interstate natural gas pipelines, the
FERC is an entirely independent reviewer of the possible impacts on karst.
As a federal commission, the FERC has no financial interest in the SMP
Project.

Refer to sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.3 of the EIS which recognize the substantial
consultation between the FERC and federal, state, and local environmental
agencies throughout the NEPA review process, including with the state
geologic offices in Florida and Georgia and the water management districts
in Florida.

See response to comment FA2-5 regarding EPA's comment about a
petition to designate the Floridan Aquifer as a sole source aquifer.

EPA comments FA2-27 through FA2-39 and other comments generally
question the adequacy of analysis conducted by FERC staff to characterize
the geology and groundwater resources in karst sensitive areas, and
whether the analysis sufficiently supports conclusion regarding
environmental impacts and safety risks associated with locating the project
in karst areas.

The EIS includes a detailed and comprehensive analysis of karst geology
and hydrology, and thoroughly explains the basis of FERC staff
conclusions. Section 3.1.2.3 devotes 10 pages describing karst conditions
in the SMP Project area from a range of sources including previous
literature; project-specific desktop analysis; site-specific studies including
geotechnical and geophysical investigations; field inspections by FERC
staff; input from the FGS, State Geologist of Georgia, Florida water
management districts, and the public; and input from PHMSA and the
Georgia and Florida Public Service Commissions regarding pipeline safety
in karst areas. The EIS describes the types and number of karst features
present in the project area and various mechanisms that can trigger
sinkhole activity, as well as the relative risk of karst activity based on
existing conditions and the historical occurrence of karst features in the
area. Section 3.1.2.3 also explains the project-specific construction,
mitigation, and monitoring measures that the Applicants would implement
to safely construct and operate the proposed facilities in karst areas. As
explained in the EIS, karst geology and water resources are closely
interconnected in the region. Section 3.3.1 of the EIS devotes 19 pages
largely to recognize the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS) as an important
regional water resource, as a source of residential and public drinking
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(cont’d)

water supply, and the source of numerous large and important springs in
the region, and describe the hydrology of the aquifer. Section 3.3.1
includes a detailed description of how construction and operation of the
SMP Project could impact the FAS and the project-specific construction,
monitoring, and mitigation measures that the Applicants would implement
to avoid or reduce impacts to less than significant levels. The EIS also
includes, either as an appendix or by reference, the detailed investigations,
construction plans, and monitoring and mitigation measures conducted
and/or prepared by the Applicants. Furthermore, the FERC docket
documents the extensive questioning by the FERC staff of the Applicants
regarding karst geology and water resources, as well as the Applicants’
replies.

FERC's team of karst geologist and hydrologists independently evaluated
the information concerning karst geology and hydrology and concluded
that, collectively, the information is sufficient to adequately characterize
karst and water resources. The EIS details the reasons for our conclusions
that, if the SMP Project is constructed and operated in accordance with
PHMSA regulations and project-specific construction, monitoring, and
mitigation plans, as well as FERC staff recommendations, the project
would not result in significant impacts on karst features or water resources,
or represent a significant risk to public safety. As detailed throughout the
EIS, the primary reasons for these conclusions are:

1.Over 98 percent of the proposed pipeline would be installed in a
shallow trench, which could result in localized, temporary impacts but
would not pose a significant, long term risk to water resources. The
Applicants would implement commonly used methods in Georgia and
Florida to mitigate karst features that may be encountered during
trench construction, as well as project-specific water management
plans to avoid and minimize the potential to initiate sinkhole activity
in and near the construction workspace.

2.The remainder of the pipeline facilities would be installed using the
HDD method. Of the 26 proposed HDDs, only 5 HDDs proposed by
Sabal Trail would encounter limestone bedrock in karst sensitive
areas; as such, the EIS appropriately focused on these 5 HDD
locations. Detailed site-specific geotechnical and geophysical studies
were completed to characterize karst geology at these 5 locations;
springs were identified within 1 mile of these crossings; and wells
were identified within at least 2,000 feet of these crossings. None of
the proposed HDDs occur in public wellhead protection areas or in
proximity to major Ist or 2nd magnitude springs; only two 4th
magnitude springs were identified within 0.5 mile of any of the
proposed HDD installations, one of which is upgradient from the
proposed HDD. The EIS discloses the potential impacts that could
occur on groundwater and surface water resources in proximity to
HDDs and explains that the greatest impact would be increased
turbidity associated with a loss of drilling mud in the FAS and

FA2-27
(cont’d)

nearby wells, surface waters, and springs. The EIS explains that
drilling mud is commonly used in the installation of drinking water
wells and is composed primarily of water and bentonite, a naturally
occurring clay mineral. The EIS further explains that increased
turbidity due to the loss of drilling mud would be temporary and
would diminish with time and distance from the point of loss, and
details the specific methods that Sabal Trail would implement to avoid
or minimize drilling mud loss and to monitor for and mitigate impacts
on water resources in the event of a drilling mud loss. The EIS also
explains that pipeline segments installed by the HDD method would
not have a significant impact on the flow regime or rates within the
FAS or associated surface waters and springs. The FAS is of
tremendous magnitude and extent, underlying an area of about
100,000 square miles in southern Alabama, southeastern Georgia,
southern South Carolina, and all of Florida. As an indication of its
productivity, about 4 billion gallons of water was withdrawn from the
FAS and an additional 8 billion gallons of water discharged from
springs each day in 2000. Thus, it is highly unlikely that a 7-foot-deep
trench would affect the aquifer or drinking water wells that are
typically much deeper.

w

. As described in section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS, the SMP Project would
convey natural gas, not a liquid product. Natural gas is a naturally
occurring material comprised primarily of methane. In the very
unlikely event of an underground release from the pipeline facilities,
the gas would migrate to the surface and dissipate into the atmosphere
and not contaminate subsurface media.

4.We reviewed interstate transmission pipeline accident data and
contacted PHMSA and the pipeline safety coordinators within the
public service commissions of Georgia and Florida and determined
that many miles of interstate transmission pipeline have operated in
karst areas of Florida and Georgia for decades without significant
safety incident. The Applicants also provided engineering estimates
of between 50 and 140 feet that the proposed pipeline facilities could
span unsupported, which would further reduce potential hazards under
most sinkhole scenarios. The EIS further documents that the pipeline
and aboveground facilities would be designed in accordance with
modern construction standards, including building foundations, and
PHMSA safety and material regulations. Lastly, the Applicants would
visually monitor for signs of subsidence that could impact the facilities
during operation, and would take appropriate steps to mitigate any
subsidence that develops.
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FA2-29

FERC does not define relative risk. It does not inform how relative risk is meaningful to an
environmental impacts analysis to the Floridan Aquifer or any of the rivers impacted by the
proposed action.

The EPA is concerned over the scientific basis for the FERC’s sinkhole risk assessment. The
FERC has not clearly demonstrated how it, or its applicant, can predict the unlikelihood for
sinkhole development in an area recognized as vulnerable to sinkhole development. Because of
its geomorphology and high precipitation, sinkhole activity in Florida is pervasive and nearly
random.** The FERC may elect to defer to its applicant’s experience and best professional
judgement. However, this experience and judgement appears inconsistent with a third party that
has independcnt expertise. The Florida Division of Emergency Management ranked Hamilton,
Suwannee, and Gilchrist counties with high sinkhole hazard rankings.**** And the FGS has
determined there are many unresolved scientific questions regarding sinkholes, such as where do
sinkholes occur? How can they be predicted? What are their triggers? Is there a correlation
between hydrologic conditions and sinkhole occurrences? What technologies or tools are
available to begin to address these concerns?*** Moreover, sinkholes may occur catastrophically
and instantaneously, or on a sustained basis as in imperceptibly overnight, over weeks, a season,
over years, or over dozens of ycars. Furthermore, the FERC acknowledges in the DEIS that karst
features could be initiated by the physical disturbance associated with trenching, grading, or
HDD activity; or by diverting or discharging project-related water into otherwise stable karst
features. According to FSG, instances of subsurface solution activity cannot be quantified with
some threshold of depth, distance, and magnitude in order to qualify as a possible source of
distress at the surface. If FSG cannot answer these questions or quantify subsurface solution
activity, the EPA questions the FERC’s and applicant’s ability to do a sinkhole risk assessment
to inform the proposed route alternatives and identify environmental impacts and mitigation.

According to the FERC, karst features within 0.25 mile of the Sabal Trail Project were identified
using aerial photographs, topographic maps, potentiometric surface and water table maps, light
detecting and ranging data (LiDAR), field surveys, various resources depicting mapped cave
systems, and publicly available databases from state and local agencies. The FERC has not
demonstrated the appropriateness of limiting the karst assessment to within 0.25 miles of the
proposed action, The aerial photography was limited to the major fracture trace analysis. The tree
cover and other land uses depicted in the aerial photography may limit the value of this aerial
photography. The FERC does not specify in the DEIS where and why the light detecting and
ranging data (LiDAR) was done.

Regarding publicly available databases from state and local agencies, the FERC acknowledges
that the State of Georgia has not developed a closed depressional feature data base using
topographic elevation data to identify potential sinkhole features, which Florida has done. Spring
and springshed location databases do not currently exist for Georgia. Data pertaining to the
location and magnitude of springs and the extent of their springsheds is minimal. Georgia has not
mapped the locations of existing sinkholes in the State. The FERC has made no ¢laim to field
work that maps all existing sinkholes alonp the pipeline route within either State. Instead, the
FERC used ‘Topo map’s to identify karst features suggestive of karst activity in the vicinity of a
predetermined route. In Georgia, the available topographic maps may be dated 1956 and 1973,

FA2-28

FA2-29

See response to comment FA2-27. The EIS has been revised to explain
that, based on the limited construction footprint and karst triggering
mechanisms, identification of karst features within 0.25 of the pipeline
route adequately characterizes geologic conditions for the purposes of
construction and mitigation planning. We also note that karst features
including fracture traces, springs, and caves were identified within at 1
mile of the HDDs proposed in karst sensitive areas.

See response to comment FA2-27.
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and photographically revised in 1988. This is very old data and cannot be lied upon to make a
proper assessment.

For Florida, the FERC supplements these topographic maps with FSG's data of known closed
topographic depressions, sinkholes, and springs. As the FERC is aware, the existence of known
closed topographic depressions, sinkholes, and springs does not preclude the existence of the
unknown that may have a nexus with the documented features or the proposed route. Moreover,
the FGS has a disclaimer regarding the use of its location data of known and mapped karst
features. The FGS states: “Geographic information Systems (GIS) data and maps produced by
the Florida Geological Swvey (FGS)... are provided solely as a general reference for state
geologic features, are not warranted for any other use or purpose, and are not intended fo
replace site-specific or use-specific investigations " The applicant’s investigations are triggered
by the known features on dated maps and public data provided with general reference
limitations. The applicant has not indicated any field investigations to determine any previously
unknown but potentially significant karst features along the entirety of the proposed route. The
applicant is using FSG’s information to develop a sinkhole risk assessment to target site-specific
investigations.

The EPA recommends that the FERC’s pipeline siting be informed by informed by the
appropriate information. The number of identified karst features requiring further investigation is
remarkably low considering most of the proposed action crosses the Floridan Aquifer and its
vulnerable karst areas. For example, the applicant identified 235 potential sinkholes and 17
fracture traces over a 126 mile segment within the proposed route corridor through the
Dougherty Plain in southwest Georgia. Only two areas were subject to geophysical and
geotechnical investigation. One area is a closed circular depression identified just west of the
proposed route (Milepost 148.7). Because the geophysical/geotechnical results were still pending
at the time of the DEIS issuance, its risk ranking is pending. The other is where the proposed
route parallels the Albany Municipal Well field where sinkholes have been documented
(Milepost 159.8 - 161.3).

The applicant-defined the karst sensitive areas in Florida as a 32.2 mile segment (Mile Posts
244.7 - 276,9) of the proposed Sabal Trail Transmission route, The EPA believes that a larger
segment pipeline may actually cross Florida’s most karst sensitive areas. Within the corridor of
this 32.2 mile segment, the applicant identified approximately 268 closed depressional features
(potential sinkholes), presumably by topographic maps and FGS’s GIS data of known
features/incidences. Only one of these 268 features were subject to geophysical and geotechnical
investigation. This feature is a closed circular depression identified west of the proposed
alignment (Milepost 260.5) in an existing power line easement in Hamilton County. The
geophysical investigation identified two anomalies and the geotechnical investigation results
were rot available for the DEIS. Of the 3,750 karst and potential karst features, including 29
fracture traces, over the entire proposed Sabal Trail Transmission pipeline within Florida, only 9
areas were subject to geophysical and geotechnical investigation. Of the 650 karst and potential
karst features identified over the 126-mile Florida Southeast Connector proposed route (MP 0 —
126.3), none were subject to geophysical and geotechnical investigation. Moreover, none of
these features appear to have been evaluated by the applicant’s sink-hole risk assessment.

FA2-30

FA2-31

See response to comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3 which explain that
the detailed geologic studies conducted sufficiently characterize karst
conditions in the project area. Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS notes the
development of sinkholes within the City of Albany wellfield.

See response to comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3 which explain that
the detailed geologic studies conducted sufficiently characterize karst
conditions in the project area, including for the FSC Project. We also
clarify for the EPA that the originally proposed route of the Sabal Trail
Mainline through Gilchrist County, as depicted in Sabal Trail's request to
utilize the FERC Pre-filing Process, was subsequently modified to cross
the Santa Fe River at the same location where the existing FGT pipeline
was successfully installed by HDD beneath the river, and then crossing
diagonally through the Waccasassa Flats, an area in central Gilchrist
County with increased cover over the FAS.
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FA2-32

FA2-33

FA2-34

A questionable sinkhole risk assessment was used to identify karst features needing further
investigation to inform pipeline design and construction to minimize impacts to the proposed
action. It was not used to identify and avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts. In Gilchrist
County (Milepost 335.3) several small circular depressions, approximately 10- 15 ft. in diameter,
were identified in the vicinity of the proposed alignment. The geophysical investigation
identified three anomalies. The geotechnical investigation found zones of soft limestone material
where loss of drilling fluid was observed at or near the limestone interface. This was noted as a
common occurrence in North Florida: “The relative density of the upper sands generally
increased with depth and at least 10-15 feet of clay materials were encountered above the
limestone formation which, was stated, reduces the potential for sinkhole development”. This
finding is in stark contrast to the DEIS Appendix H’s statement: “The large sizes of sinkholes in
the Cody Scarp are a result of thick cover over the fimestone . Moreover, Gilchrist County was
ranked by the Florida Division of Emergency Management with a high sinkhole hazard ranking.
Sinkhole mitigation was determined by the FERC to be unnecessary and the pipeline route was
not changed despite contradictory information.

The EPA recommends that the FERC discuss the potential environmental impacts associated
with remediation of sinkhole risks associated with the proposed action’s construction. This
should be done after a closer scrutiny of the proposed route for karst features that does not rely
on outdated maps and State databases. The FERC should identify the frequency and intensity of
the sinkhole risk remediation needed for the pipeline’s integrity and select a route that avoids and
or minimizes needed sinkhole remediation activities.

The proposed route parallels the Albany Municipal Well ficld where sinkholes have been
documented. According to the applicant, “the overall area is believed to have a medium or
moderate [sinkhole] risk based on the adjacent land use [the well field pumping]. In [the]
unlikely event, sinkhole occurs on pipeline route, the area should be stabilized by backfilling. ...
The City of Albany should be solicited regarding propesed remediation methods due to the
potential for negatively impacting the production of the well-field from such methods as
grouting”'. Consequently, the sinkhole risk to the pipeline is presented in the DEIS as being
acceptable. The population dependent upon the affect water supply bears the impact risk and the
expense of remediation should the un/fikely sinkhole occur and not the FERC's applicant.

In Levy County, a linc of several small circular depressions, generally 3 to 4 fect in diameter and
2 to 3 feet in depth, were identified in vicinity of pipeline (Milepost 363.8). The geophysical
investigation identified three anomalies. The geotechnical investigation observed losses of
drilling fluid at limestone interface in borings at central and northern anomalous areas. This area
was ranked as a high sinkhole risk, but due to the depth, type and relatively small diameter of
sinkholes did not pose a threat to pipeline, if remediated. “Depressions that have occurred or
that may oecur should be backfilled with compacted sand. Compaction grouting could be
conducted in area of pipeline to further reduce sinkhole potential”. In Lake County, a circular
depression was identified on the proposed alignment along with ponds located north and south.
The geophysical investigation identified an anomaly. The geotechnical investigation observed 75
feet of very soft or very loose soil conditions including weight of rod were encountered.
Significant losses of drilling fluid were noted throughout completion of the boring including a
complete loss of drilling fluids at a depth of approximately 102 feet. The open trenching

FA2-32

FA2-33

FA2-34

See response to comment FA2-27. The potential for karst mitigation
materials to impact the FAS is discussed in section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS.

See response to comment FA2-27. The EIS discloses that the Sabal Trail
Mainline would be installed in unconsolidated material by shallow
trenching 350 to 450 feet from wells within the Albany well field and
explains that this construction method does not pose a significant risk to
the well field or underlying aquifer. The City of Albany elected to site the
well field on land crossed by two other, older pipelines, and did not report
any well or water quality issues with the existing pipelines in its comments
to the Commission. In addition, the depth of the trench in this area would
be well above the bottom of the wells, and is therefore not likely to have
any effect.

See response to comment FA2-27. The Applicants indicated that the
proposed pipelines could span 50 to 140 feet unsupported, further reducing
the potential for a serious pipeline incident under most sinkhole
development scenarios.
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FA2-35

FA2-36

FA2-37

construction was not expected to trigger sinkhole development. However, it was recommended
that storm water and dewatering discharge be diverted from the area during construction
activities and hydraulic testing not be performed within this portion of the pipeline. If potential
changes in hydraulic stresses are anticipated, the area may be stabilized by compaction grouting.
The EPA believes that this a reactive form of planning and does not fully address the need to
avoid and minimize potential impacts in environmentally sensitive areas. A pipeline rupture from
a sudden sinkhole event in this areas will disrupt the ‘reliable’ flow of natural gas potentially
result in a catastrophic incident before remediation activities can be initiated.

The EPA recommends that geotechnical and peophysical investigations be used to inform the
siting alternatives decisions for the pipeline, HDD crossings of waterbodies, the compressor and
metering/regulating station locations, etc. Instead, these investigations were conducted to
determine potential impacts to the proposed action at preselected sites. For example, the
preferred Albany Compressor Station site, west of Newton Road, was eliminated from
consideration and it was relocated to site J because the preliminary geotechnical study noted
solution activity indicators and the potential for sinkhole development.** However site J is still in
an active karst area. Moreover, peophysical/geotechnical investigations were not used to select
site J. For all of the compressor stations and metering/regulating facilities, the conceptual plan
with the location of the facility footprint was first identified and then given to consultants to
perform a geotechnical/geophysical study. However, as noted in a karst assessment for a
Superfund remedial site investigation: “A geotechnical karst investigation (i.e. identification of
cavities, fractures and collapse zones} is undoubtedly one of the most difficult subsurface
investigations: a real needle in the haystack problem" ™ Given the potential impacts to the
Floridan Aquifer and communities and aquatic ecosystems dependent upon it, the
geophysical/geotechnical work acquired is preliminary [at best] and did not inform the siting of
the proposed action.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address compressor station vibration induced impacts to
zones of fractures in the underlying limestone. The continuous vibration effects could be
expected to aggravate ongoing chemical and physical weathering of all underlying karst
conduits. Sinkhole formation can be triggered by construction activities such as ground
vibrations from heavy equipment. The proposed compressor stations are expected to vibrate
continuously for the project life. Sinkholes can occur in the beds of streams, sometimes taking all
of the stream's flow, creating a disappearing stream.** As the FERC has noted, the Flint River,
where a HDD crossing is proposed, most of the springs reported to discharge to the Flint River
are within the river bed and are unmapped and may be impacted by the proposed HDD crossing,

The EPA recommends that the FERC address the potential environmental impacts associated
with HDD-induced karst collapse under major rivers. According to the FERC, “[z]ones of
fracture concentration in soluble rocks such as limestone can lead to enhanced dissolution due
to accelerated chemical and physical weathering. In the case of rocks prone to karstification, the
development of karst conduits begins when fracture apertures reach about ! cm”. The FERC
proposes conduits to be drilled under major rivers to install a 36-inch natural gas
pipeline/conduit. According to the FERC, five of the applicant’s proposed HDDs will encounter
carbonate bedrock. The FERC has determined the HDD drilling process is feasible even if voids
15 feet or less are encountered. According to the FERC, if larger voids are encountered, which

FA2-35

FA2-36

FA2-37

See response to comment FA2-27.  Site-specific geotechnical and
geophysical information was obtained for alternatives that were more
closely considered for the Albany Compressor Station as well as the Sabal
Trail Mainline crossing of the Suwannee River. The level of information
regarding karst conditions and other factors in the alternatives analysis is
sufficient to determine whether the alternative could or could not meet the
evaluation criteria.

As stated in section 3.1.2.3, large vibrations would not be anticipated to be
transferred to the subsurface and would be absorbed by the compressor
building foundations. In addition, the proposed compressor buildings
would be centrally located on larger parcels owned by the Applicants and
would be set back from the nearest structures by at least 1,200 feet. We
conclude that the risk of vibrations from the compressors to initiate
sinkholes that would damage other structures is very low.

See response to comment FA2-27. Sections 2.3.2.1 and 3.1.2.3 of the EIS
describe the HDD construction method and summarize the measures that
the Applicants would implement to avoid or minimize drilling mud loss;
appendix E includes the detailed, project-specific HDD drilling and
contingency plans prepared by the Applicants. These plans sufficiently
describe the subsurface conditions encountered along the HDD drill paths;
how the HDD installations would be accomplished to avoid or reduce
potential impacts on karst features and related water resources to less than
significant levels; the monitoring of wells and springs before, during and.
if necessary, after drilling operations; and in the event HDD cannot be
successfully installed, several waterbody crossing options. Due to the
existing high degree of karst and interconnectivity of the FAS at the
proposed HDDs, karst features that could develop in conjunction with the
project would not have a significant impact on surface water or
groundwater hydrology.
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will prevent the successful completion of the HDD, the applicant will modify its drill path
slightly in an effort to avoid it. According to the FERC, the HDD process uses drilling fluids to
facilitate many of the HDD operations. Drilling fluid is a slurry composed of water and bentonite
clay, which is intended to maintain the hole’s stability, lubricate the drilling head, remove
cuttings and reduce soil friction. The FERC has not explained how this works for voids 15 feet or
less, or larger, or what the associated impacts are to the bedrock or water quality.

Moreover, the FERC proposes that when a loss of drilling mud circulation occurs, where
practical, a member of the field crew will visually inspect the ground surface near the position
of the cutting head, However, the cutting head may be 20 plus feet below the ground. The FERC
indicates surface waters, wells, and mapped springs within 2,000 feet of the HDD site will also
be visually inspected. The FERC has not indicated how fast the groundwater may move to the
surface waters being monitored. It is feasible for a significant amount of drilling fluid to be lost
before it shows up, days, weeks, or months later after the HDD installation has been completed.
The DEIS does not fully address the Floridan Aquifer’s characteristics and the complexity of its
groundwater flow.

The DEIS also states FGT’s 36-inch natural gas pipeline has been successfully installed via HDD
in karst areas in Florida, including FGT’s prior crossing of the Suwannee River at the same
location as proposed by its applicant. The EPA fully comprehends this issue and found
documented HDD-induced sinkhole formation associated with the construction of FGT’s 36-inch
natural gas pipeline within the Land O’ Lakes Karst Plain in Florida.*™ Here, three sinkholes
ranging from approximately 5 to 25 feet in diameter and several feet deep developed along the
drill path during HDD-related activities. The borehole was completed using HDD methods to
depths up to 100 feet. The FERC notes this study in the DEIS, as “land subsidence” in the DEIS
section discussing its karst-mitigation: backfilling it with sand.

The EPA remains concerned the installation of the proposed action by HDD could induce such
“land subsidence” under a major river, such as the Flint, the Withlacoochee, the Suwannee,
and/or other rivers flowing within the Dougherty Plain and the Cody Escarpment. Such “land
subsidence™ could realize reduced river flow in these rivers or a redirection of the river into large
subsurface conduits or a cavern system, which is characteristic of the Floridan Aquifer.

The EPA's environmental concern is heightened over the proposed collocation of the proposed
36-inch, high-pressured gas pipeline with the existing FGT 36-inch, high-pressured gas pipeline
under the Suwannee River because the Suwannee River bed is littered with named and unnamed
springs. The artesian springs along the Lower Suwannee River Basin are responsible for
supplying much of the flow to the Suwannee River and its tributaries. They provide most of the
fresh water to the Santa Fe, Alapaha, and Withlacoochee Rivers which drain toward the
Suwannee River.

The EPA recognizes FGT’s existing pipeline will remain in service during the proposed HDD
operations. The proposed HDD could disturb the lithology around, and under, the FGT pipeline
creating the possibility of destabilizing FGT's pipeline support, possibly causing undue stresses
on its pipeline, potentially resulting in future pipeline failure. A failure of FGT’s pipeline could
tealize a crater under the Suwannee River leading to the potential reduction in river flow or a
redirection of the river into large subsurface conduits or a cavern system. Many of the Lower
Suwannee River basin springs have extensive conduit systems. These cave systems concentrate
much of the groundwater flow and allow it to discharge directly along the river or at springs

FA2-38

The Sabal Trail Mainline would be located within limestone bedrock and
offset from the existing FGT pipeline at the Santa Fe River crossing by at
least 50 feet. As detailed in section 3.13, the potential for either pipeline to
catastrophically fail at any given location is extremely remote. Thus,
construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Mainline does not pose a
significant risk of damage to the existing FGT pipeline.
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close to the river. These cave systems have complex flow dynamics and routing during high and
low flow conditions, Additionally, the Suwannee River is also known for its frequent flooding
episodes. It is unclear what impacts the flooding episodes will have on both the proposed action
and the FGT's pipeline.

The EPA recommends that the FERC discuss and fully examine the potential impacts associated
with pipeline-induced craters in the vicinity of HDD sites, unmapped springs in a river bed,
particularly the potential for diverting surface water underground into a disappearing stream. The
FERC has not addressed the potential for a pipeline blast to occur in the pipeline segment
installed under a river within the Floridan Aquifer’s karst during the project’s life. For example,
Sabal Trail Transmission’s affiliate, Spectra Energy’s natural-gas pipeline buried beneath the
Arkansas River exploded on May 31, 2015.# It may have been the owner of the tugboat
damaged by the rupture that first detected the rupture, then informed Spectra. Specifically, the
EPA is concerned over the potential rupture of the proposed 36-inch, high-pressured, natural-gas
pipeline in active use, under a surface waterbody within the karst system of the Floridan Aquifer.
Pipeline ruptures create craters. A 51 by 113-foot crater was created by the force of escaping gas
from a 30-inch diameter El Paso Natural Gas pipeline rupture in August, 2000.*% A 30 by 30 by
120-foot crater was created by a 36-inch gas pipeline failure near Crystal Falls, Michigan, in
March of 2001.7 A large crater was created by the release 64-million cubic feet of natural gas
associated with the failure of a 24-inch pipeline in Orange County, Indiana, in October of 2003.!
A crater was created by a gas pipeline rupture in Salem, Michigan, in October of 2007.5 A 50 by
33 by 7-foot crater was created by a 24-inch pipe rupture in Cooper County, Missouri, in August
of 2008." A 72 by 26-foot was created by a 30-inch pipeline rupture in San Bruno, California, in
September of 2010." A ‘moon-like” crater resulted from a natural gas pipeline rupture in a rural
area in western Missouri, in November of 2013." The creation of craters in a sensitive,
vulnerable aquifer such as the Floridan Aquifer are a problem to be avoided. FERC provides no
assurances with its route selection or karst mitigation that crater creation will be avoided. The
EPA requests that the FERC consider these events and that they need to be avoided as they
cannot be mitigated.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address the potential impacts associated with erosion and
incising of river beds the proposed action crosses by either pipeline construction methed.
According to the FERC, the proposed pipeline will be constructed with conventional cut and
cover techniques for most of its length. This technique entails the excavation of a trench where
pipe is bedded and backfilled with material excavated from the trench. Five rivers, Walter F.
George, and Shingle Creck will be crossed using the HDD technique. Scouring, or erosion that
occurs along the beds of flooded rivers associated with the increased volume and rate of flood
waters can remove dozens of feet from a river bottom by picking up sediment and carrying it
downstream. Deepening river beds can expose pipelines buried as deep as 20 or 30 feet below
the river bottom to debris that could cause ruptures. The most recent pipeline rupture occurred in
Iowa on an Enterprise Products Partners pipeline buried 20 feet beneath the ‘normal’ Missouri
River bed. The company said its ruptured pipeline leaked as much as 3,300 barrels of natural
gasoline, a gasoline additive, into the river and that while scouring weakened the pipeline, the
exact cause of the rupture was unknown.” Furthermore, the waterbodies, like the Flint River, are
known to incise into their limestone river beds.

FA2-39

FA2-40

See response to comments FA2-27, FA2-37, and FA2-38. The cause of the
May 31, 2015 pipeline incident in the Arkansas River is under
investigation. However, we note that the pipeline in that case had been
installed via trenching with 4 feet of cover below the river bed, whereas the
Sabal Trail Mainline would be installed in bedrock at least 40 feet below
the river bed at the five HDDs within limestone.

Section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS has been amended to acknowledge this concern.
However, we conclude that streambed scour would pose a significant
concern to the SMP Project for the following reasons: 1) the majority of
the waterbodies crossed by the project are low-gradient streams which do
not commonly experience deep, incisive events; 2) all of the major
waterbodies would be crossed using the HDD method, which would install
the pipeline at least 40 feet below the stream bed and in bedrock in many
instances; and 3) the Applicants have committed to monitoring their
pipeline facilities, including after high-precipitation or flood events, and
would act to mitigate any pipeline that may become exposed (e.g., by
armoring, reburial).
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The EPA recommends that the FERC discuss and examine the need for dewatering of the
pipeline trench where ground water table may be at the surface or after significant precipitation
events. Subsiding flood waters may have contributed to some sinkhole formation in the Albany,
Georgia, area associated with the 1994 Flint River flooding.™ Dewatering a trench may realize a
similar effect. Moreover, the FERC should also discuss what is done with the water taken from
the trench to facilitate its construction and pipeline placement.

The EPA recommends that the FERC identify the number of pipeline crossings associated with
the preferred route and discuss associated environmental impacts. According to Southern Natural
Gas," each proposed Sabal Trail Transmission pipeline crossing of its existing pipeline poses a
risk during construction and risks during operation and maintenance of both pipelines. Moreover,
SNG's pipeline must remain in service during SMP’s construction. Each time Sabal Trail bores
or cuts under SNG's pipeline, the risk is increased for compromising the integrity of the existing
and operational SNG pipeline. According to SNG, disturbing the soil around, and under, its
pipeline during construction of each crossing creates the additional possibility that the soil
around the SNG pipeline may become de-stabilized, possibly causing undue stresses on its
pipeline, potentially resulting in future pipeline failure. Additionally, the possibility of creating
undue stress on the crossed pipeline segment is exacerbated when the crossing is accomplished
by using Sabal Trail's proposed, less expensive, open-cut trench method. Furthermore, SNG
stated crossings complicate the cathodic-protection systemns of both pipelines, making it more
difficult to ensure that both pipelines are adequately protected from external corrosion. Pipeline
crossings, particularly when the pipelines are running in parallel, complicate routine operation
and maintenance activities such as line locating, leak surveying, and management of
encroachments because the orientation of the pipelines changes from location to location,
making it more difficult to manage those activities. SNG recommended to the FERC that
crossings should be avoided where possible in order not to create unnecessary additional risk.

The EPA recommends that the FERC examine the potential for the proposed pipeline trench,
during construction and the project life, may act as a water impoundment. This situation is where
large volumes of water associated with a storm or flood event are collected until it can dissipate.
Sinkhole formation can also be triggered by construction activities such as water
impoundment.* Furthermore, it is unclear how much of the proposed action lies within a flood
plain where flooding becomes a trigger for sinkhole formation. Because water impoundments are
associated with the acceleration or triggering of sinkholes, particularly where they are underlain
by karst conduits or shafts, the EPA recommends that the FERC consider the potential impacts of
the pipeline trench as a water impoundment feature in a karst environment. The Floridan Aquifer
is chiefly limestone with cavities and solution channels thought to be comparable in size and
extent to those in Mammoth Cave, Kentucky."

The DEIS states that significant amounts of water will be brought to the area associated with
hydrostatic testing on the pipeline during construction. Additionally, hydrostatic testing can also
be done as part of routine pipeline maintenance as required by PHMSA. During the testing
phase, the pipeline acts as a linear water impoundment feature for the length of the line being
tested. Water impoundments are associated with sinkhole formations. The DEIS environmental
impacts discussion nor its proposed karst mitigation address this potential for sinkhole formation
during construction and the pipeline's lifetime operations.

FA2-41

FA2-42
FA2-43

The potential for trench dewatering and how the water would be managed is
discussed in section 2.3.1.5 of the EIS. In addition, each Applicant provided
a detailed description of how discharges associated with trench dewatering
would be managed in their respective construction plans, as referenced in
section 2.3 of the EIS. The EIS has been revised to explain that Sabal Trail
would also utilize a technique referred to as “laying ahead of the ditch” to
reduce the potential for storm water to initiate karst activity. With this
method, the time that the trench remains open should not exceed two to
three days, thus limiting the opportunity for water to collect in the trench.

See our response to comment FA2-17.

See our response to comments FA2-27 and FA2-41. The EIS also discloses
that surface water can trigger karst activity, and appendix F details the
measures that the Applicants would implement to control water on the right-
of-way in a manner that avoids or minimizes the potential to initiate karst
activity.

Hydrostatic test water would be contained within the interior of the pipelines
during testing and, as such, would not create the potential to initiate karst
activity as would an unlined surface water impoundment.

Section 2.3 of the EIS and associated construction plans explain the use of
trench plugs to limit the flow of water within the trench, and section 2.6.1
explains that the Applicants would conduct aerial and ground patrols of the
right-of-way during operations to watch for signs of erosion, subsidence,
and other features that may develop, and would address any concerns
accordingly.
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The EPA requests that the FERC provide additional information on withdrawals and discharges
for the proposed action. The EPA recommended in its scoping letter that the FERC explain how
the water withdrawals will be evaluated to ensure consistency with EPA-approved State Water
Quality Standards (WQS). The FERC should consider the protection and maintenance of
designated uses and compliance with narrative and numeric criteria and Clean Water Act anti-
degradation requirements.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address any potential for the proposed action to
permanently affect water flow of the affected waterbodies, including any induced sinkholes
affecting surface water flow. The DEIS indicates that the Hillabee Expansion project will
withdraw 13.7 million gallons of water, identifying seven surface water sources. The Sabal Trail
Transmission project will use 146 million gallons of water, including scven surface water
sources for hydrostatic testing purposes and eleven surface water sources for HDD purposes. The
FSC Project will use 29 million gallons of water for hydrostatic testing and 740,000 gallons for
HDD purposes. The DEIS information on specific sources, volumes, discharge rates, and
discharge locations is very limited. It indicates the withdrawals could range as high as 8 millions
of gallons per day, or higher for the locations specified, including the FSC Project. These rates
are not insignificant and could impact flow levels, which can impact water quality standards
{WQ8) and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Both WQS5 and
NPDES permit limits are based on an expected instream flow. These rates could be significant
for smaller water bodies, or during drought periods where they could represent a significant
portion of stream flow, and significant hydrologic alteration. In particular, the EPA requests
information on the types of data and modeling to be used to evaluate potential impacts from
hydrologic alteration on recreation, aquatic life, and other designated uses. The FERC should
provide information on the withdrawal rates, where these valumes are 10 be withdrawn, the
timing of these withdraws, where they will be discharged, whether the water will be withdrawn
from one water/springshed and then discharged into another.

The DEIS states that some volumes of water will be transported to subsequent sections of the
projects for testing so as to avoid some withdrawals. The FERC does indicate whether
withdrawals will be returned to the same water or springshed. Mile post information may be
provided to indicate water withdrawal and discharge sites, but no information is given whether
these sites are within the same water/springshed. Additionally, the EPA recommended in its
scoping letter that the FERC address whether and how any downstream users (e.g., NPDES
permit holders, any authorities withdrawing for water supply, etc.) will be notified of the
temporary withdrawal amounts and timing and whether these withdrawals could affect their
operations.

The EPA recommends that the FERC clarify whether the ROW at all wetland crossings remains
75 feet, and if it does not, where the ROW would be greater, and by how much. For example in
Appendix D, the DEIS states, “Transco proposes to modify the requirement to limit the widih of
the construction right-of-way in wetlands to 75 feet. Transce would utilize a construction right-
of-way greater than 75 feet in certain wetlands due to site specific conditions. Table 3.4.1-2
identifies the locations where Transco would utilize a construction right-of-way greater than 75
Jeet in wetlands, and provides site specific justification for each proposed location . However,
the footnotes for Table 3.4.1-2 state: “The right-of-way width at all wetland crossings is 75 feet”.

FA2-44

FA2-45

FA2-46

Water withdrawals are discussed in section 3.3.3 of the EIS, and include a
description of how the Applicants would comply with the permitting
requirements of each respective state. These requirements are based, in part,
on compliance with State water quality standards. Section 3.3.3 has been
amended to reference the state water quality and use compatibility.

The Applicants have adopted our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and
Mitigation Procedures, which include measures addressing hydrostatic test
water withdrawals.  These measures are outlined in the Applicant’s
construction and restoration plans as discussed in section 2.3 of the EIS. See
also our response to comments FA2-27 and FA2-37.

A summary of locations where the construction right-of-way width would be
greater than the nominal 75-foot-wide construction right-of-way in wetlands,
and the justifications for why, is provided in Table 2.3-1 in appendix D of the
EIS, and section 2.3. Based on the reasons identified, we conclude that
additional workspace is justified at the identified locations, and that the
applicant’s restoration and mitigation measures are adequate. In addition, we
amended section 3.4.2.1 to clarify the construction right-of-way in wetlands is
nominally 75 feet wide.
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The EPA strongly recommends that the FERC restrict wetland impacts to the 75-foot ROW and
for wetlands that have moderate to optimal functionally, further avoidance and minimization
measures be incorporated in order to meet the CWA §404 (b)(1) Guidelines. The EPA
recommends that all forested areas impacted during construction, not within the operational
ROW of the project, be replanted with similar trees (non-invasive species) to those impacted.

The EPA requests that the FERC provide the wetland mitigation plans for all three proposed
pipeline projects which have not been included with this DEIS. Consequently, the wetlands
impacts cannot be fully estimated or commented upon. The EPA is interested in the complete
data sheets for each assessment area: including, at a minimum, for each wetland assessed the
functional scores used to derive the averall functional score (i.e., the six used for the (wetland
rapid assessment procedure (WRAP) or the three used for the universal mitigation assessment
methodology (UMAM)). The DEIS did not include the information on the post-project WRAP or
UMAM score for each assessment area.

The EPA recommends that the standard 5 years be incorporated into all post-construction
monitoring for upland and wetland impacts. The FERC states that the post-construction
monitoring will be for a minimum of two years. The EPA does not believe that this monitoring
period is reasonable. Additionally, the FERC also states that it reviewed the applicant’s specific
plans to prevent the introduction or spread of noxious or invasive species and finds them
acceptable. The EPA recommends that the FERC incorporate all wetland monitoring reports and
invasive species plans, etc. that will be used for the project in a supplemental NEPA document or
the FEIS and provide it for review and comment,

The EPA recommends that the FERC route the pipeline to avoid moderate to high risk arcas,
consistent with the above comment regarding developing a peer-reviewed risk assessment. The
Karst Mitigation Plan (Appendix F) states, “Avoidance was used as the primary mitigation
measure during the planning and selection of the proposed alignment”. This statement is not
supported by the current location of the preferred route in southern Georgia and northern Florida.
In one area all of the karst sensitive areas the proposed action will traverse in Georgia and
Florida, the applicant rated as a high sinkhole risk {Milepost 363.8) in Levy County, FL.
Furthermore, the proposed route has not been rerouted to avoid this high sinkhole risk area. The
DEIS concluded while the risk of sinkhole formation is high, the depth, type and relatively small
diameter of sinkholes do not pose a threat to the pipeline (if remediated). The proposed action is
not proposed to be rerouted to avoid an applicant-rated “moderate” sinkhole risk in the vicinity
of a rural, municipal well field.

The EPA recommends that the FERC work with the appropriate state agencies to develop
appropriate water quality monitoring protocols for the HDD actions. The proposed monitoring
program proposed for mapped springs involves the establishment of a baseline turbidity level in
springs that are 2,000 feet down gradient from the HDD activities proposed for the project. Prior
to the start of HDD activity, a baseline turbidity level will be established at the springs to be
monitored by collecting samples at six hour intervals over a 24 hour period. This monitoring
program will allow Sabal Trail to determine if drilling mud and/or sediments from construction
activities have entered the spring system. The EPA has environmental concerns that these
identified springs may not be the actual ones affected by the HDD project. The structure of karst

FA2-47

FA2-48

FA2-49

FA2-50

Wetland mitigation measures are summarized in our response to comment
FA2-3. The FERC staff does not believe it is practical or necessary to include
wetland data sheets as part of the EIS, but refers the EPA to the Applicants'
respective USACE applications SAM-2014-00238 and SAM-2014-00655 in
Alabama; SAS-2013-00942 in Georgia; and SAJ-2013-03030 and SAJ-2013-
03099 in Florida. Finally, the FERC acknowledges in section 3.4.2.2 of the
EIS that some wetland functions would be degraded following construction
and has modified the section to acknowledge that the USACE will address
post-construction UMAM and WRAP scores in defining wetland mitigation
requirements as required under Section 404 of the CWA.

Based on the FERC staff experience with other pipeline projects, we find that
our standard condition to monitor wetlands until restoration is successful and
file a report within 3 years is adequate considering the extended growing
season conditions in the SMP Project area. Wetland monitoring reports could
not be included in the EIS since construction and restoration have not
occurred. As described in section 3.5.5 of this EIS, each Applicant included
an Invasive Species Management Plan as part of their applications with the
FERC. The FERC staff does not believe it is necessary to include them as
part of the EIS, but table 2.3-2 provides the FERC Docket Accession Number
where each document can be found.

See our response to comments FA2-05, FA2-16, and FA2-27, as well as
section 4.3 of the EIS which analyzes various route alternatives that would
avoid or reduce the crossing length in karst geology areas of Georgia and
Florida.

Section 3.3.1.5 discusses springs and springsheds in proximity to the project
and section 3.3.1.7 details the potential impacts that the project could have on
springs in the area. See also our response to comments FA2-05, FA2-27, and
FA2-28.
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systems is complex and highly heterogeneous. Groundwater movement can be slower and
diffuse if overlying sediments cover the karst system or fill conduits or can be fast and
concentrated in areas that lack overlying sediments or empty conduits. It is possible for lost
drilling mud to show up in unexpected areas,

The EPA recommends that the FERC select an alternative that avoids karst areas that may
collapse. The EPA requests that the FERC reconsider the proposed action siting in the vicinity
the SNG and Dixie pipelines and the Albany Municipal well field The FERC is propesing to
install a third pipeline in the vicinity of a municipal well field known to undergo karst collapse.
As the FERC has noted in the DEIS, the two existing pipelines were constructed prior to the
municipal well field creation and prior to the FERC being required to comply with NEPA. Over
23 sinkholes have developed there since the initiation of well field pumping in 2003. All of the
sinkholes formed during 2007 and 2008 developed in or adjacent to the storage ponds in the well
field.* These storage ponds are located in between the SNG and the Dixie Propane pipelines.
According to FERC, the proposed route parallels the well field’s southern boundary where it is
collocated with Dixie’s existing liquid propane pipeline within 350 to 450 feet from four of the
eight municipal wells. The Dixie pipeline is within 250 to 450 feet of three of the wells and
SNG’s pipeline is within 200 to 400 feet of two of the wells. The SNG pipeline also crosses this
well field diagonally for 1.5 miles. Should a pipeline rupture occur, and they do with some
regularity despite PHMSA's safety regulations,™ it is these pipelines’ potential to detrimentally
impact the Floridan Aquifer’s protective cover, which will leave water supplies with increased
vulnerability to existing land-use and storm water-related pollution. To address these impacts
will realize increased water treatment and other infrastructure costs to the local community,
which in rural areas often meet the criteria for environmental justice considerations. The EPA
remains concemned over the location of any compressor station in the vicinity of any natural gas
or natural pas liquids pipeline that are within the sensitive karst region of the Floridan Aquifer,
(and particularly a municipal well field}.

The EPA recommends that the FERC address the proposed action’s greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts in context of CEQ’s Draft 2014 Climate Change Guidance.*" The DEIS states that no
standard methodology exists to determine how the proposed SMP Project’s incremental
contribution to GHGs would translate into physical effects of the global environment. The FERC
does acknowledge the operation of SMP Project would result in the distribution and consumption
of about 1,000,000 Dekatherms/day of natural gas. Due to the magnitude of this energy
consumption, the EPA strongly recommends that the FERC consider doing a life cycle analysis
(LCA). For example, the Department of Energy has completed a Life Cycle Analysis of Natural
Gas Extraction and Power Generation (May 29, 2014).' Furthermore, the proposed action
converts land uses currently conducive to COz sequestration and storage,

The EPA recommends that the FERC evaluate the potential for the proposed action to interfere
with prescribed burns and other efforts to avoid and mitigate wildfire impacts. As evidenced by
the severe 2015 wildfire season in Western, U.S., there appears to be very little that can be done
to control a wildfire and protect affected property." The FERC has not addressed the fact that
the proposed pipeline route is within an identified high wildfire hazard area. Many of Florida's
wildfires are started because of lightning strikes.* In fact one of Florida's thirteen pipeline
incidents in 2014 included a lightning strike igniting a gas line.*"¥ Georgia is the 8th highest

FA2-51

FA2-52

FA2-53

See our response to comments FA2-05, FA2-27, FA2-33, and section 4 of the
EIS which analyze system and route alternatives that would avoid or reduce
the proposed pipeline crossing length in areas of karst geology.

As discussed in our response to comments FA2-17 and section 2.3.2.7 of the
EIS, table 2.3.2-2 (appendix D) lists the utility crossings associated with the
SMP Project. The Applicants are required to comply with 49 CFR 192.325,
which requires that the pipeline be installed with enough clearance from any
other underground structure to allow proper maintenance and to protect
against damage that might result from proximity to other structures. The
Applicants would work with the owners of foreign utilities, including the
Dixie Pipeline, to maintain the integrity of existing and proposed facilities
where crossovers occur.

See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions
from coal and natural gas as well as FERC's policy on conducting lifecycle
analyses.

As noted in the EIS, under most circumstances, operation of the pipeline
facilities would not limit the ability to conduct prescribed burns or affect the
ability to control and/or mange wildfires. Any prescribed burns that are
conducted by landowners or land-managing agencies should be coordinated
with the Applicants to ensure pipeline and aboveground facilities are not
impacted by burn activities.
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State in terms of density of lightning strikes per square mile. Lightning strikes from
thunderstorms in June, July, and August account for over half of all injuries and deaths, and over
75% of property damage annually in Georgia.*# The National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s Rank of Cloud-To-Ground Flash Densities by State ranks FL #1, AL #4, and
GA #13 of the 49 states studied from 1997 to 2012."* Increased incidences of wildfire is also an
issue identified with climate change predictions associated with prolonged drought periods.™
The southeast United States has historically experienced cycles of severe drought periods, which
may be worsened by future climate change, and further aggravate wildfire conditions.”

The EPA has provided extensive correspondence to the FERC prior to the issuance of the DEIS:
April 21, 2014 Scoping Letter

May 7, 2014, email notice of citizen complaint made to EPA

July 17, 2014, letter regarding CWA 404 permitting

August 11, 2014, email notice of citizen inquiry

August 19, 2014, email notice of citizen complaint made to EPA

September 11, 2014, technical comments on applicant’s draft resources reports no. 2, 6, and
10 emailed

October 1, 2014, EPA response to Cooperating Agency status

November 3, 2014, citizen concerns expressed to EPA notice email

June 10, 2015, EPA staff technical memo emailed

July 20, 2015, comments on FERC’s Supplemental NOI for the Albany Compressor Station
July 24, 2015, email change of EPA’s Cooperating Agency status because of resource
constraints with FERC’s NEPA schedule.

In summary, the EPA strongly recommends that an alternative route be considered, fully and
objectively analyzed, and selected to completely avoid the most vulnerable karst areas of the
Floridan Aquifer and avoid and minimize jurisdictional wetlands and other environmentally
sensitive areas. The EPA requests that the FERC conduct a more thorough investigation and
establish meaningful environmental metrics that allow for a full and informed comparison
between the full range of reasonable and environmentally-sound altermnatives.

{ FERC docket bers: (4 under tion) CP11-72 & CP14-12, CP13-25, CP12-509, CPi2-507 and CP13-
552. See: North American LNG Imporv/Export Terminals Approved (as of June 10, 2015), see:

Tutpawww. ferc rov/ industries yas/indus-act/Ing/ lug-npproved. pdf .

" FERC docket numbers: CP14-120, CP14-71 & 72, CP14-347, PF13-11, CP14-517, PF 13-4 Gull LNG, PF14-17,
PF15-2, PF15-13, PF15-14, PF15-15, PF15-18, PF15-20, PF15-25, and PFi5-26. The 16® is under the US
MARAD/Coast Guard's jurisdiction, not FERC's. See: North American LNG Export Terminals Proposed (as of
June 10, 2015), see: htip://www.ferc.gov/industries/pas/indus-act/Ing/Ing-export-proposed.pdf

W April 28, 2015, emergency petition submitted by the Sierra Club Florida Chapter.

™ Section 1424(e) of the SDWA.

¥ GROUND WATER ATLAS of the UNITED STATES Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina HA 730-G
Floridan aquifer system, Figure 56. at hup:/pubs.usgs.gov/haha?30/ch_g/G-Floridan.himl

Y GROUND WATER ATLAS of the UNITED STATES Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina HA 730-
G Floridan aquiler system, Figure 55. at hup:/pubs.usgs. gov!ha!hanmch g/ G Fiondzm himl

i See: FGS/FDEP web page on sinkholes at hitp://dep.state. fl.us/g inkhole.htm

Vit There is a discrepancy between the 15 fracture traces identified in Chapler 3 and the 17 Fracture traces depicted in
the Figures 1 — 8 of Appendix H.
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= Bullock, P.J. and Dillman, A. Sinkhole Detection in Florida using GPR and CPT. Available at

hup:ww. doLstate. 1Lus/siatematerialso flice ‘veotechnical conference/ materials bullock-dillman. pdi

* Florida Springsheds and Springs — from Florida Springs Protection Areas - Greenhalgh, T. H., P.G. #1277 and

Baker, A. E., February 9, 2005, Open File Map Series No, 95,

* Sabal Trail Transmission’s FERC Section 7(c) Application, November 2014, Vol. 1, p. 3. Available at FERC’s

online administrative record.

Hi Sge CEQ Chairman's May 12, 2003, letter responding to the Honorable Norman Y. Mineta's May 6, 2003 letier

requesting CEQs guidance on the issue of “purpose and need.”

it FERC's 3014-2018 Strategic Plan, hitp//www. ferc.gov/about'strai-docs/strat-plan.asp

¢ These request letters and FERC’s corresponding approval letier orders can be found on FERC's online

administrative record.

* NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions, No. 11, Limitations on Actions by an Applicant during EIS Process,

available at hup: www, fws.povr9esnepa NEPA_Handbook 30_Asked_Questions.pdf

* Sgbal Trail Project, Draft Resource Report 10: Alternatives, FERC Docket No. PF14-1-000 (June 2014), p. 10-12
bmitted to FERC as required in FERCs NEPA regulations, 40 CFR §380.12.

=i Draft Resource Report 10: Allernatives, (June 2014), p. 10-14.

= Draft Resource Report 10: Alternatives, (June 2014), p. 10-33.

Hx For exnmple an June 2, 2014, Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC's, filed a limited warranty deed in the Office of the

Clerk of Court, Dougherty County, regarding its acquisition of 79,184 acres of land in Albany, GA.

** See 33 CFR Part 320.4(a}, (b), (), (), & (m)

*! See: the 1990 Memorandum of Agreement on the Determination of Mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section

404(b)(1) Guidelines between the EPA and the Corps, later codified in 2008 as the “Mitigation Rule”

(Compensatory Mitigation for the Loss of Aguatic Resources; Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 230).

4 The 1990 M dum of Ag on the Determination of Mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section

404(b)(1) Guidelines between the EPA and the Corps, Jater codified in 2008 as the “Mitigation Rule”

(Compensatory Mitigation for the Loss of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule, 40 CFR Part 230).

=il The remaining three steps are sequentially ordered as follows. Second, the applicant must demonstrate

compliance with water-quality standards, toxic-effluent standards, endangered-species habitat, or designated marine

sanctuaries. 40 CFR 230.10(b). Third, the applicant must determine whether the requested discharge of fill material

will cause significant degradation,™ &.g., of the aquatic ecosystem. 40 CFR 230, H][::) Afier the three previous

steps have been adequately evaluated, the potential for appropriate igation is l. The

Mitigation Rule prehibits discharges unless all appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to minimize

potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aguatic ecosystem. 40 CFR 230.10(d). After impacts have been

fully minimized, compensatory mitigation (e.g. aquatic restoration, enhancement, creation, or in certain

circumstances, preservation) may be required to offset unavoidable losses.

4 40 CFR 320.4 (b).

*¥ 33 CFR 320.4(m).

= The Sole Source Aquifer protection program is authorized by § 1424(c) of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974

(Public Law 93-523, 42 U.S.C. 300 et seq.). According to § 1424(e): If the Administrator determines, on his own

initiative or upon petition, that an arca has an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for the area

and which,, if conlaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health, he shall publish notice of that

determination in the Federal Register, After the publication of any such notice, no commitment for federal financial

assistance (I.hmugh a grant, contract, loan guarantee, or otherwise) may be entered into for any project which the

Admini may inate such aquifer through a recharge zone so as to creale a significant hazard

10 public health, but a i for federal assi. may, if authorized under another provision of law, be

entered into 1o plan or design the project to assure that it will not so contaminate the aquifer.

=i per SNG’s November 13, 2014, and July 24, 2015, letters to FERC's Secretary available in FERC’s SMP online

administrative record.

=il par SNG's November 13, 2014, and July 24, 2013, letters to FERC's Secretary available in FERC’s SMP online

administrative record.

ix The State of The National Pipeline I us D of T ion, available at

hitps://opsweb.phmsa.dot.gov/ pipe]mel'urum/docs’Sccrelnrys%ZCllnfraslmclure"ﬂORepon Revised%20per®20PH

C_103111.pdf

** FERC docket numbers: (4 under construction) CP11-72 & CP14-12, CP13-25, CP12-509, CP12-507 and CP13-

552. See: North American LNG Import/Export Terminals Approved (as of June 10, 2015), see:

hitp: www. ferc.govindustries/pas/ indus-acy Ing Ins-approved.pdt .«
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2 EERC docket numbers: CP14-120, CP14-71 & 72, CP14-347, PF13-11, CP14-517, PF 134 Gulf LNG, PF14-17,
PF15-2, PF15-13, PF15-14, PF15-15, PF15-18, PF15-20, PF15-25, and PF15-26. The 16" is under the US
MARAD/Coast Guard’s jurisdiction, not FERC’s. See: North American LNG Export Terminals Proposed (as of
June 10, 2015), see: hup://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/Ing/Ing-export-proposed.pdf

*i FERC dacket numbers: CP14-120, CP14-71 & 72, CP14-347, PF13-11, CP14-517, PF 13-4 Gulf LNG, PF14-
17, PF15-2, PF15-13, PF15-14, PF15-15, PF15-18, PF15-20, PF15-25, and PF15-26. The 16" is under the US
MARAD/Coast Guard’s jurisdiction, not FERC’s. See: North American LNG Export Temminals Proposed (as of
June 10, 2015), see: hitp:/'www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/Ing/Ing-export-proposed.pdf’

* Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate Use of Mitigated Findings of No
Significant Impact (January 14, 2011) MEMORANDUM FGR HEADS OF FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES available at htip://energy.gov/nepa/d ppropriate-use d-monitoring-and-
clarifying-appropriate-use-mitigated

*xv Summary of Executive Order 12898 - Federal Actions to Address Envmmmenlal Justice in Minority
Populations and Luw~lncome Fopulauons, hup://www2.epa.gov/laws-reg / Y ive-order-12898-
federal-acti ddress- I-justice

**% Florida Springsheds and Springs — from Florida Springs Protection Areas - Greenhalgh, T. H., P.G. #1277 and
Baker, A. E., February 9, 2005, Open File Map Series No. 95. The purpose of the map is to identify areas that
contribute flow to Florida springs and to provide a published resource for land use decision-makers as they work to
protect and restore both the quantity and quality of water discharging from Florida's springs. In the springs
protection area, the sole source of drinking water and the source of spring discharge is groundwater.

=i Emerpency Petition Sole Suurce Aquifer Designation for the Floridan Aquifer Sysiem, https://doc-08-a0-apps-
viewer.googl pdf3nbobdfevie2h2klcmalOeedcveSlole/ 1s6ekgsqPacgdtjjacifjllslea
ebekr/ 14425 I7000()0OJdnvd‘iACFrOgDvyc‘iMowndGXtQMy]lQA.Kd 1xTBj-
HPFhK6UREMY97p5PbA_Ns6HblgYavZhh5-clr7VkDzjS8DAxii0XEeHvuqANF VPx{S2dKGK 59 2uSSINZU G-
eqyjDBIZY="print=true

i Bullack, P.J. and Dillman, A. Sinkhole Detection in Florida using GPR and CPT. Available at

hup: www dotstate, (Lus staematenalsotfice veotechnical conference materials bulloek-dhllman.pdf

i The Florida Division of Emergency Management’s 2013 State of Florida Enhanced Mitigation Plan has a
sinkhole hazard ranking by county. See Figure 3.38, p. 3-162, available at

www. floridadi org/Mitigation/State/Index.him

i Geological and Geotechnical Investigation Procedures For Evaluation of the Causes of Subsidence Damage In
Florida, Florida Geological Survey Special Publication No. 57, 2005, nvailable at

hllp publicfiles.dep. smleﬂus/FGS FGS Publications/SP/SP57GeolagicalProcCausesSubsidenceDamage. pdf
A Geological and G b 1 ion Procedures For Evaluation of the Causes of Subsidence Damage In

Florida, Flonda Geological Survey Specml Publication No. 57, 2005, available at

htip://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/FGS/FGS_Publications/SP/SP57Geologi roc( bsid Damage.pdf

¥ hitp://www.dep.state.fl.us/geology/disclaimer.htm

Alit professional Service Industries, Inc. (PSI) Sept. 18, 2014 preli inary geotechnical report indicated for the

preferred site, west of Newton Road, two engineering bemngs were drilled. The standard penetration test results

indicated zones where the drill rods fell under their own weight and losses in drilling-fluid circulation. These are
indicators of porous rock, typical of the Floridan Aquifer. And can signify solution activity within the limestone
formation and potential for sinkhole development.

Wit Yyhr, L., et al, A Case History of a Large Karst Investigation, available at

htp:www.dotstate. fLus statematerialsoffice zeotechnical/conference/materials yuhr-benson-kaufmann-casio-

jennings.pdf

b fnduced Sinkhole F ion A, iuted With Installation of a High-Pressure Natural Gas Pipeline, Wesi-
Central Florida. T. J. Smith and G, C. Sinn, 13th Sinkhole Conference, Nckri Symposium 2, pp. 79 - 88, available
at hitp:/schol ust.edu/cgi/vi cgi?article=1116& inkhole_2013

¢ EGS/FDEP web page on sinkholes at hutp: ‘dep.site. fLug seology reologicto) khole.lunz .

i Induced Sinkhole Formation Assaciated With Installation of a High-Pressure Nawral Gas Pipeline, West-Central
Florida. T. J. Smith and G. C. Sinn, 13th Sinkhole Confe , Nekri Symposium 2, pp. 79 — 88, available at
htip://scholarcommons.usf.eduw/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1116&context=sinkhole 2013

i Source: Arkansas River pipeline blowout occurred on Sunday morning, cause still unknown. See:

hittp: /www.arktimes.com/ArkansasBlog archives 201 50603 ‘arkansas-river-pipeline-blowout-oceurred-on-sunday-
moming-cause-sull-unknown
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i Gee: NTSB Abstract PAR-0301, USDOJ: Environment and Natural Resources Division : U.S. v. El Paso Natural
Gas Co". Justice.gov. 2007-07-26. Retrieved 2013-04-02, and see:

bups:/en.wikipedin.org/wiki List_of pipeline accidents_in_the United States in_the 2isi century,

% hetpy://primis, phmsa.dot. g bov/cornmfrepomlnnf'omc/documenls/!’OO"IUUSHB’OMIDOJH CAO_03282002.pdf

! http://primis.phmsa.dol.gov /reporis/enft /320031010H/320031010H_CAO_10242003.pdf

" htips://en. wikipedia.org/wiki/List nl'_plpe!me accndan(s ;_in_the_United_States_in_the_21st_century
lhitp://primis.phmsa.dol.gov/ /3201410085/32014 10088 _Notice%200{%20Propos
ed%20Safety%200rder_12242014, pdf

% Measuring Cat Exposure in the Energy Space Energy Transmission Catasirophes OCTOBER 4, 2012, Chris
Ramarui, Senior Vice President, Session MAN~4 can ﬁnd al

hittps://www.google. camngs rd=ssl#g=wildfires+and+natural+gas+pip t=10

" Source: Mi: i gas pipeli p explodes, Nov. 29, 2013, http://www.cbsnews.com/news/missouri-gas-
pipeline-ruptures-explodes/

¥ Second pipeline rupture has officials worried about erosion (08/19/2011),
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB100014240531119040706(0457651 67320605241 12.himl

" Hyatt, 1.A. and Jacabs, P.M. Distribution and morphology of sinkholes triggered by flooding following Tropical
Storm Alberto at Albany, Georgia, USA. Geomorphology 17 (1996) 305 - 316, available at
lutip:/www.seiencedirect.com 'science ‘article piQ [ 69533X96000141

Wi per SNG's November 13, 2014, letter to FERC's Secretary available in FERC's SMP online administrative
record,

Wil ndiiced Sinkhole Formation Associared With Instaliation of a High-Pressure Natwral Gas Pipeline, West-
Central Florida. T. J. Smith and G. C. Sinn, 13th Sinkhole Conference, Nckri Symposium 2, pp. 79 - 88, available
at http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/cgi/views cgi?article=1116, t=sinkhole_2013

' Syringfield, V.T., Artesian Water in Teriary Li in the } n States, Geological Survey
Professional Paper 517 (1966), p. 17, available at hitp://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/051 7/report. pdf

X Wamer, D.G., et al, Hydrelogic Conditions, Groundwater Quality, and Analysis of Sinkhole Formation in the
Albany Area of Dougherty County, Georgia, 2009, USGS Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5018, p. 17,
available at hitp://pa.water.usps. sov projectsalbany publications. himl
i For example in 3014 there were 705 pipeline incidents, that PHMSA was aware of, which realized 19 fatalities
and 96 injuries, See: Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s 20-year incidences summary at
https:/ hip.phmsa.dot.gov analvlics SOAP saw.dl?Poralpares And see PHMSA's pipeline investigation reports site
at hup./phmsa.dor gov/pipeling library/ lailure-reports

it Revised Drafi Guidance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change Impacts

hips:/iwww whitehouse sov/admimstration/eop ceq/initiatives nepa/che -suidance
Wi DOE/NETL-2014/1646, available at
Tttp://www.netl.doe.gov/File%s20Library/Research/Energy%a20Analysis/Life%20Cycle%20Analysis/NETL-NG-
Power-LCA-29May2014.pdf

v For example, two fires in Calfornia: Butte and Valley Fires have destroyed over 1,000 homes. The Valley Fire
has cc d 585 homes, d d hundreds of other , and hed over 70,000 acres of land. The Butte
Fire has destroyed 511 residences and more than 330 owtbuildings in the course of 10 days. California Fires have
destroyed over 1,000 homes (September 20, 2015) htip://wgad.com/201 5/09/20/california-wildfires-have-destroyed-
more-than-1000-homes’

¢ State of Florida Enhanced Hazard Mitigation Plan, Chapter 3 State Risk Assessment, Figure 3.27, available at
hitp:/www. oridadisaster.org/mitigation/State/ Index.htm

v Hazardous Weather: a Florida Guide to Wildfires, http://www.floridadisaster.org/kids/wildfires htm

v Florida Public Service Commission, Natural Gas Pipeline, Annual Safety Report, 2014, see:

fuep://www.psc siate. flus/publications/pdfielectricgas/Gas_Pipeline_Safety 2014.pdf

Wit National Weather Service Brochure: Lightning, Georgia's Underrated Killer
hup://www.srh.noaa.gov/images/ffc/pdf/Lightning08_final.pdfl

bix hiip://www.lightningsafety.noaa.gov/stats/97-12Flash_DensitybyState.pdf

X 2014 National Climate Assessment Report: Regions: Southeast,
hitp://nca2014.globakchange.gov/search/node?scarch_api_views_fulltex=wildfire

i The post 2005 drouglit appears 1o have been caused partly by atmosphere-ocean climate variability and partly by
internal atmosphere variability, ali of which is typical of what has been happening in the region for hundreds of
years. The serious stress the drought put on social and agricultural systems in the region came about purely due o
lack of adequate planning based on knowledge of regional climate variability. Belated planning now must also take
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into account the possibility that climate change will i siress on reg | water . Seager, R. Drought
in the southeastern United States: the recent drought in the context of a millennium of climate variability, physical
causes and future hydroclimate change, (July 2008), LDEO Drought Research

hup: . waw, ldeo.columbis

du ‘res divioep 'drought ST shim)
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FA3 — U.S. Department of the Interior

FA3-1

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Vero Beach Field Office FSC Comments

Specific
Project
(i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

Comment

Z
=

For clarification, FERC is the acticn agencey for the
proposed pipeline. Per ESA, FERC has the ultimate
responsibility section 7 compliance.

FSC

Comment

NA

Within the Draft EIS there have been a number of
references to initiating section 7 formal consultation
under ESA; however, because this document is a
‘Draft’ EIS and because the Department has not
received all relevant information (i.e. survey reports,
agreement on effect determinations, etc.) relating to
the FSC federally listed and proposed species, we
are unable to initiate formal consultation at this time.
We centinue to recommend that FERC and FSC
submitt a biological assessment that covers only the
FSC portion of proposed project for clarity during
consultation.

FSC

Comment

NA

The Department is in the process of internal
discussion on an appropriate and consistent
approach for consultation on blue-tailed mole skink
and sand skink. We are currently discussing post-
construction monitoring and reporting, depth of A-
soil horizon layer segregation, and mitigation ratios.
FERC and the FSC project proponents will be
notified by the Department management has made
a final decision that can be incorporated into the
project.

FSC

Request

NA

Please provide a Sabal Trail/ Flerida Southeast
Connection (FSC) table that identifies each federally
listed species location by coordinates and quantifies
the total acres of temporary and/or permanent
impacts for each species. The table should also
include celumn with the avoidance, minimization
and conservation measures for each species, and
the mitigation and/ or voluntary conservation
measures FSC is proposing.

FSC/Sab
al Trail

Request

NA

Please confirm that the FSC/ Sabal Trail Projects
pipeline right-of-way will be allowed to re-vegetate
on its own and not be seeded where federally listed
and proposed for listing species may reside?

FSC/Sab
al Trail

FA3-1

We acknowledge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (FWS) comments on the
draft EIS and Biological Assessment. The Biological Assessment in the final
EIS has been updated to include additional project information and
conservation measures that FSC proposes to implement. FERC Environmental
Staff are coordinating with the Vero Beach Office to further address the FWS's
comments and complete section 7 consultation for the SMP Project.
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Comment

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

Please be advised, the Department requires that the
FSC routine vegetation mowing or clearing near
bald eagle nests will occur in accordance with the
National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines
{(USWFS 2007). Preject should be modified
accordingly.

Specific
Project
{i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

FSC

Comment
on
Biological
Assessme
nt

NA

Secticn 7 of the ESA regulations require the Federal
action agency (FERC/FSC) to provide an analysis of
cumulative effects, along with other information,
when requesting initiation of formal consultation;
please provide that analysis. A formal biolegical
opinion consists of a description of the proposed
action, status of the species/critical habitat, the
environmental baseline, effects of the action,
cumulative effects, and the Department's conclusion
of jeopardy/no jeopardy and/or adverse
madification/no adverse modification, and
reasonable and prudent alternatives, as appropriate.
Cumulative effects are those effects of future State
or private activities, not invelving Federal activities
and that are reasonably certain to occur within the
action area of the Federal action subject to
consultation. [50 CFR §402.02] This definition
applies only to section 7 analyses and should not be
confused with the broader use of this term in the
National Environmental Policy Act or other
environmental laws.

FSC

Page ES-8,
(page 32 of
905)

Major
Conclusions,
Ninth Bullet

Please explain what FERC/FSC's ESA voluntary
conservation measures and/or mitigation measures
are and how and when they will be monitored and
reported on to the Service? Ref. FERC Draft EIS:
“environmental inspecticn and monitoring programs
would ensure compliance with all construction and
mitigation measures that become conditions of the
FERC authorizations and other approvals.”

FSC

Page 1-1
(page 33 of
905)

Introduction,
Second
Paragraph

What does the Blanket Certificate for limited future
activities, and services on the new facilities include?
Ref. FERC Draft EIS: "On September 26, 2014,
FSC filed an application with the FERC in Docket
Neo. CP14-554-000 pursuant to section 7(c) of the
Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Parts 157 and 284 of
the Commission's regulations. FSC is seeking a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

FSC
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

(Certificate) to construct, own, and operate a natural
gas pipeline and related facilities, and a Blanket
Certificate for limited future activities and services
on the new facilities."

Specific
Project
{i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

10

Page 2-3
(page 58 of
905)

Proposed
Facilities, Last
Bullet

Please definte and explain what will be considered
minimal ground disturbances, and where will they
be located? Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “FSC have not
designed the cathodic protection systems for the
FSC Project yet, but expects the facilities to require
minimal ground disturbance.”

FSC

11

Page 2-25,
(page 80 of
905)

2.2.3.1 Pipeline
Right-of-Way

Please provide additional information regarding the
expansion cf the 100 foot right-of way . The 125-
155 foot-wide variation described herein is a
deviation from the previously specified right-of-way
width of 100 feet during federally listed species
discussions between the Department and FSC;
Please provide information on the additional effects
to federally listed species? This should be included
in the table requested above. Ref. FERC Draft EIS:
‘FSC would generally use a 100-foot-wide
temporary right-of-way to canstruct the majority of
the proposed route in upland non-agricultural areas
and a 125-foot-wide construction right-of-way in
agricultural areas (see appendix C).”

FSC

12

Page 2-25,
(page 80 of
905)

2.2.3.1 Pipeline
Right-of-Way

Please provide additional information regarding the
expansion of the 100 foot right-of way . The 125-
155 foot-wide variation described herein is a
deviation from the previously specified right-of-way
width of 100 feet during federally listed species
discussions between the Department and FSC;
Please provide information on the additional effects
to federally listed species? This should be included
in the table requested above. Ref. FERC Draft EIS:
‘Most ATWSs would add 25 feet onto the
construction right-of-way, effectively creating a 125-
to 155-foot-wide work area at the ATWS location.
In total, ATWSs would temperarily require about
167.6 acres of land. Table 2.2.1-1 in appendix D
lists each ATWS proposed on the FSC Project.”

FsC

1

w

Page 2-26,
(page 81 of
905)

2.2.3.4 Access
Roads

Please provide the Department with all federally
listed and proposed species surveys reports
associated with access road improvements,
modifications, and constructions. This information is

FSC
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

helpful when assess the status of the species in the
action area and the effects fo the proposed project
Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “FSC has identified 254
existing roads that would need tc be improved or
modified. Additionally, FSC would permanently
maintain 14 existing roads for operations and build 1
new road for temporary use during constructicn.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

14

Page 3-63,
(page 162
& 163 of
905)

3.3.3.5 Florida
Southeast
Connection
Project

Please provide the location for all hydrostatic test
water discharges and information on whether those
discharges will impact any federally listed species?
Ref. FERC Draft EIS Comment: “Prior to
construction, FSC should provide the sources and
volumes of water that would be used for hydrostatic
testing activities. This should include hydrostatic test
water discharge locations, the volumes of water that
would be discharged at each location, the maximum
discharge rate, and the watershed associated with
each source and discharge location. In addition,
FSC should provide the volume and sources of
water to be used for HDD operations.” FERC Draft
EIS: “At this time, FSC has not finalized and
identified the specific sources, estimated volumes,
discharge locaticns, and the discharge rates for
hydrostatically testing its pipeline or for HDD
operations.”

FSC

15

Page 3-70,
(page 168 -
171 of 905)
and Page

3-76, (page
176 of 905)

3.4.2.2 General
Impacts and
Mitigation
Measures and
3.4.3.3 Florida
Southeast
Connection
Project

Please provide FERC/FSC's Wood Stork Habitat
Assessment Methodology calculations to support
the FSC propesed mitigation for woed stork foraging
habitat impacts. These calculations will provide the
Department with FSC's comparative assessment
between impacts to wood stork foraging from the
FSC's project and FSC's proposed foraging habitat
compensation. The habitat variables of prey
availability, hydrologic regime, and water quality all
play a role in determining the ecoclogical function
that a wetland provides for wood stork foraging

Ref: Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment
Methodology @

http:/fwww. fws.gov/verobeach/ListedSpeciesBirds.ht
ml. Core wood stork feraging area — 18.6 mile
radius:

« The 18.6-mile core foraging area (CFA) around all
known wood stork colonies in south Florida is
important for reproductive success.

FsC
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

+ The Department believes loss of suitable foraging
wetlands within these CFAs may reduce foraging
opportunities for the wood stork.

* The Department recommends the applicant
replace wetland foraging habitat lost due to the
action.

* The Departmentbelieves wetlands offered as
compensation ideally should be of the same
hydroperiod and located within the CFAs of the
affected wood stork colonies.

+ A loss of biomass within a hydroperiod class
without a corresponding increase in biomass within
the same hydroperiod from habitat restoration is
considered take under the ESA

Note FERC Draft EIS: “The USACE would
determine mitigation requirements using WRAP or
UMAM scores, the Ratic Method, wetland type
indicators, acreage of impact, and secondary or
indirect impacts to adjacent resources, as
applicable.” and "FSC Project would impact about
232.1 acres of wetlands, including 118.0 acres of
emergent wetlands, 94.8 acres of forested wetlands,
and 19.2 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands.”
Additional Comment: Please be advised that
Corps jurisdictional wetlands are not necessarily
synonymous with wetland areas used as wood stork
foraging habkitat and additional impacts may need to
be addressed.

Specific
Project
(i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

16

Page 3-77,
(page 176
of 905

3.4.3.3 Florida
Southeast
Connection
Project

Please be advised, if FERC/FSC intends to use the
Corps wetland mitigation credits as compensation
for federally listed species impacts, those credits
need to be determined and provided to the
Department for consideration within the ESA formal
consultation precess. Ref. FERC Draft EIS
Comment: “However, because this mitigation plan
has not been finalized, we recommend that: Prior to
construction, FSC should file a copy of its final
wetland mitigation plan and documentation of
USACE approval of the plan." FERC Draft EIS:
“The operaticnal right-of-way for the FSC Project
would overlap about 137 8 acres of wetlands,
including 73 7 acres of emergent wetlands, 51.2
acres of forested wetlands, and 12.9 acres of scrub-
shrub wetlands. Vegetative maintenance during

FSC
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

operations would permanently convert 34.7 acres of
forested wetlands to scrub shrub and/or emergent
wetlands, and 2.5 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands to
emergent wetlands.” “In consultation with the
USACE and FDEP, FSC proposes to create a
project-specific wetland mitigation plan which weuld
include the purchase of wetland credits from
established wetland mitigation banks. The mitigation
plan would also detail measures for restoring
affected wetlands and menitoring restoration efforts.
FSC is currently in the process of identifying
established wetland mitigation banks, with available
credits in the types needed, within the watersheds
that would be affected by the project using the
USACE's RIBITS database.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

17

Page 3-
103, (page
202 of 905)

3.8, SPECIAL
STATUS
SPECIES

Please be advised, all federally listed and proposed
for listing species survey reports should be
submitted to the Service for review during our
section 7 consultation. FERC/FSC should make
every attempt to provide those survey results to the
Service with initiation of consultation. Delays in
reports could result in delays with initiation and
completion of the consultation. FERC Draft EIS:
"Species-specific surveys remain to be completed
on various properties where survey access has
been denied. Survey results will be provided when
availahle. FERC Comment: Because surveys and
our consultations are ongoing, we recommend that:
"the Applicants should not begin construction until:
a.) all outstanding biological surveys have been
completed; b.} the staff receives cemments from the
FWS regarding the proposed actions; ¢.) the staff
completes formal consultation with the FWS; and d.)
the Applicants have received written notification,
respectively, from the Director of OEP that
construction or use cf mitigation may begin.”

FSC

18

Page 3-
104, (page
203 of 905)

3.8.1, Federally
Listed Threatened
and Endangered
Species

Please be advised, all FSC proposed species
survey reports should be submitted to the
Department when section 7 consultation is initiated.
Delays in reports could result in delays in initiation
of consultation. FERC Draft EIS: “Although
proposed, petitioned, and candidate species and
proposed critical habitat do not receive federal
protection through the ESA, we considered the

FSC
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potential effects on these species and habitats so
that section 7 consultation could be facilitated in the
event one or more of these species become listed
before or during SMP Project construction.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

19

Page 3-
107, {page
203 of 905)

3.8.1 Federally
Listed Threatened
and Endangered
Spacies

Ref. FERC Draft EIS Comment: "For sight federal
species, we determined additional avoidance or
conservation measures are necessary to reduce
adverse effects that would otherwise occur if the
project is constructed, and in part, are basing our
determinations of effects on implementation of these
measures. Our recommendations regarding these
eight federal species are as follows: To minimize
impacts on Florida scrub-jays and occupied Florida
scrub-jay habitat, we recommend that: - FSC should
avoid construction within occupied Florida scrub-jay
habitat between March 1 and June 30, unless
additional surveys confirm that this habitat is
unoccupied FSC receives written confirmation from
the Commission that construction activities can
occur within this timeframe.” Department
Comments: When assessing potential effects to
scrub-jay consider not only the project area, but also
a 183-m (600C-ft) buffer surrounding the area.
Suitable habitat on the property may not only be the
nest sites of scrub-jays, but could be part of the
scrub-jay foraging habitat, which is considered by
the Service as occupied, because the habitat fulfills
the species life history requirements. If scrub-jays
are detected by survey or are known to be present
on the property then the project may affect the
scrub-jay. The presence of serub caks, no matter
how sparsely distributed, is a key indicator of
‘scrub” habitat. The Service strongly recommends
that occupied scrub-jay habitats be avoided and
preserved, but if the amount of habitat on-site and in
the adjacent off-site buffer is not sufficient to support
a scrub-jay family, then the project is likely to
adversely affect the scrub-jay. Sufficient habitat for
this evaluation is 10.1 ha {25 acres), which is the
average size of a scrub-jay territory. Please provide
a schematic showing scrub-jay responses and
territory boundaries based on surveys. This
information will assist the Service is assessing the
effects of the project during consultation and

FSC
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evaluation of FSC's proposed veluntary
conservation measures

Specific
Project
(i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page 3-
107, (page
203 of 905)

3.8.1 Federally
Listed Threatened
and Endangered
Species

Ref. FERC Draft EIS: To minimize impacts cn
federally listed plants, we recommend that: prior to
construction, Sabal Trail should file for the review
and written approval by the Director of OEP, results
of consultation with the FWS indicating the
minimizationfavoidance measures that will be used
for federally listed plants, including, opportunities
for:a) "avoidance of plant locations and associated
habitat as feasible, including “necking-in” or
reducing the construction footprint;" Department's
Comment. We recommend avoidance using HDD
if an available cption at these locations.

FSC

21

Page 3-
107, (page
203 of 805)

3.8.1 Federally
Listed Threatened
and Endangered
Species

Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “Tc minimize impacts on six
plant species that occur with the proposed FSC's
Project workspace we recommend that: prior to
construction, FSC should file for the review and
written approval by the Director of OEP, results of
consultation with the FWS indicating the
minimizationfavoidance measures that would be
used for the Florida bonamia, Lewton's polygala,
papery whitlow-wort, scrub buckwheat, scrub mint,
and Small's jointweed including (in the order listed),
opportunities for: a) avoidance of plant locations and
associated habitat as feasible, including “necking-in”
or reducing the construction footprint; Department's
Comment: We recommend avoidance using HDD
if an available option at these locations.

FSC

22

Page 3-
183, (page
262 of 905)
and Page
3-213,
(page 312
of 905),
3.10.3.5

3.8.3.1, Florida
Southeast
Connection
Project, General
Land Use, Access
Roads and
3.10.3.5,
Transportation

The Department is responsible for determining the
action area (area including all direct and indirect
effects which including access roads) during section
7 consultation. If your FSC pipeline project requires
any road creation, enhancements andfor
maodifications that have the potential to impact
federally listed or proposed species, please provide
the Department with your species survey reports
documenting the status of those federally listed and
proposed for listing species within those areas.
Please also address those access road pipeline
related activities within your FSC Biclogical
Assessment and the Final EIS. If FERC/FSC
species surveys indicate "No Effect” for any
federally listed species within or adjacent to access

FSC
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Page
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roads, the pipeline right-of-way, or associated work
areas, please document these findings within your
FSC biological assessment andfor your ESA
request for formal consultaticn so they may be
considered by the Department while preparing our
biological epinion. This comment is in reference to:
FERC Draft EIS: “Permanently maintain 14 existing
roads for operations (4 of which do not require
maodifications);” “build 1 new read for temporary use,
which would be returned to preconstruction
conditions following construction;” and "modify 254
private, existing roads for temporary access during
construction (see table 2.2.1-4 in appendix D).”
FERC Draft EIS: “Of the propesed access roads,
256 are associated with contractor yard and pipeline
right-of-way access and 13 are associated with
aboveground facility access. Modifications to
existing temporary access roads would affect 128.5
acres of land. Permanent access roads would
affect 5.3 acres of land. Following censtruction,
temporary access road improvements weould be
removed and roads restored to their preconstruction
condition unless the landowner or land-managing
agency requests that the improvements be left in
place. To restore the roads, the areas outside the
original road footprint would be recontoured and
disturbed areas would be reseeded with an
appropriate seed mix unless otherwise requested by
the landowner or land management agency.”

FERC Draft EIS, Page 3-213, (page 312 of 905),
3.10.3.5, Transportation: “FSC also proposes to
utilize approximately 269 existing roads to
accommodate construction vehicles, as discussed
in sections 2.2.1 and 3.9; the majority of these roads
would require improvements or modifications.

Users of these roads could experience temporary
disruptions similar to read crossing impacts
discussed above. Following construction would be
restored in accordance with road encroachment
permit requirements and/or as requested by the
landowner or land-managing agency.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page 3-
164, (page
263 of 805)

3.9.3.2, Impacts
and Mitigaticn

No federally listed species related conservation
measures have been identified or addressed within
this section. Would FERC/FP&L/FSC be willing to

FsC
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: Specific
;_9 (-} Project
< @ 1; {i.e.
E ? e Vero Beach Field Office FSC Comments Hillabee,

[+ -
£ o Sab_al
3 w Trail,
FSC)
offer any voluntary contributions to conservation
funds to offset the project’s potential impacts to
federally listed species and their habitats (i.e., indigo
snake, scrub-jay, caracara, grasshopper sparrow,
sand skinks, and blue tailed mole skinks, etc.). Any
contributions would be taken into consideration
review of the project
Page 3- TABLE 3.12.2-3 There are two areas surrounding snail kite nests
258 & 259, | Ambient Noise that are important for considering impacts to snail
(page 357 | Levels for the kites (Scuth Florida Ecological Services Office
& 358 of Florida Southeast | DRAFT May 18, 2004 Snail Kite Monitoring
905) and Connection Protocol). Aninner 130-m (425 ft) protective zone is
Page 3- Project Horizontal | recommended tc reduce disturbance of birds on the
262, (page | Directional Drill nest based on known flushing distance. A 500-m
361 of 905) | Sites (dBA)” and (1,640 ft) area surrounding the nest should be
3.12.2.2 Noise protected from habitat disturbances, such as
Impacts and anthropogenic water level changes and vegetative
Mitigation, alterations during the breeding season (January to
Construction May) to protect the foraging area of the nesting
Impacts and hirds. Every effert should be undertaken to avoid
Mitigation adverse effects to any snail kite observed during
project activities. If it appears that these activities
will alter breeding, feeding, or roosting behavior of
snail kites, the activity must not be carried out until
the proper action can be determined. A pre-project
24 activity survey should be conducted to learn FSC

foraging, feeding, and reesting patterns of the snail
kite group on site. Document the location of all snail
kites and describe their behavior. If the snail kite is
documented on site then project activities should be
modified to avoid disturbing the birds. No activities
should be conducted within 130 m (425 ft) of the
nests during breeding season or around roesting
sites throughout the year. At the end of project
activities in the snail kite areas a monitoring report
should be sent to the South Florida Ecological
Services QOffice within 60 days. A snail kite
education plan can be used to help reduce the
effects of a project on snail kites. This comment is
in reference to FERC Draft EIS: “Construction of
the SMP Project would involve the use of light
equipment such as chain saws and other small
power tools; and heavy, gasoline or diesel-powered
machines such as excavators, backhoes,

Federal Agency Comments
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Page
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bulldozers, dumb trucks, loaders, cranes, and
boring equipment. Blasting may be necessary at
select locations, and various powered pumps would
be used to control water in the workspace or during
hydrostatic testing activities. Noise would also be
generated by trucks and other light vehicles
traveling in and near areas under construction.”
“Pipeline construction would result in noise along
the entire 685.5 miles of pipeline proposed for the
SMP Project, although pipeline installation would
typically be completed within 6 te 12 weeks at any
given location.” Also note Page 3-262, (page 361of
905), Table 3.12.2-6, Lake Kissimmee Creek:
“Existing Ambient Scund Level = 55.0 dBA, HDD
Sound Level = 67.0 dBA, Socund Increase = 12.3
dBA) As shown in table 3.12.2-6, the HDD activities
without mitigation have the potential to exceed the
FERC noise criterion of 55 dBA Ldn.” “Mitigation
measures could include mitigation measures that
could include use of various temporary noise
barriers; use of exhaust silencers; relocation of
equipment; or, offer of temporary housing or other
compensation. FSC estimates that implementaticn
of on-site mitigation measures could reduce the
level of HDD-related noise at nearby NSAs by 10
dBA to 15 dBA.” FERC Comment: ‘because the
HDD noise levels would exceed 10 dB at most
locations and it is unknown whether 24-hour
cperation would be required at this time, we
recommend that: » FSC should file in its
construction status reports the following information
for each HDD entry site: a.) noise measurements
from HDD activities at the nearest NSA, obtained at
the start of drilling operations; and b.)
documentation of noise complaints and measures
FSC has taken to resolve such complaints.”

Specific
Project
(i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page 5-1
(page 448
of 905)

51
CONCLUSIONS
ON THE
ENVIRONMENTA
L ANALYSIS

Please verify with the Corps that all federally listed
species and proposed species survey informaticn
they require for their FSC ESA section 7 formal
consultation with the Service is adequately provided
within the FERC EIS, if they intend to use the FERC
EIS as their ESA section 7 consultation supporting
document with the Service (i.e. Caracara
Conservation Guidelines & Survey Protocol Report,

FSC
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Everglade snail kite Survey Protocol Report, Florida
grasshopper sparrow Survey Protocol Report,
Florida scrub-jay Conservation Guidelines & Survey
Protocol Report, Red-cockaded woodpecker Survey
Protocol Report, Wood Stork Foraging Habitat
Assessment Methodology Report, Florida bonneted
bat Survey Protocol Repert, Blue-tailed mole skink
Survey Protocol Report, Eastern indigo snake
Conservation Measures, Sand skink Survey
Protocol Report, and all endangered plant species
survey Reports within the FSC gas pipeline right-of-
way, access roads and supporting infrastructure
action area. All federally listed species conservaticn
guidelines and survey pretocol can be found at the
Services Vero Beach Field Office web site at
http:/fwww.fws.gov/verobeach/. FERC Draft EIS:
“Our conclusions and recommendations were
developed with input from the USACE, which may
adopt the EIS per 40 CFR 1506.3 if, after an
independent review of the document, they conclude
that their permitting requirements and/or regulatory
responsibilities have been satisfied. However, the
USACE would present its own conclusions and
recommendations in its respective and applicable
records of decision. Otherwise, the USACE may
elect to conduct its own supplemental environmental
analysis, if necessary.” “We determined that
construction and cperation of SMP Project would
result in adverse environmental impacts.”

Specific
Project
{i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page 5-6,
(page 454
of 905)

5.1.6 Wildlife and
Aguatic
Resources
Wildlife

Has FERC/FSC documented all the avoidance,
minimization, mitigation and conservation measures
they are willing to provide in the FERC Draft EIS for
all the FSC's related federally listad species
impacts, or will their avoidance, minimization,
mitigation and conservation measures be more
clearly outlined in the Final EIS? The Service
recommends that FERC/FSC provide a table that
identifies and quantifies the total acres of temporary
and permanent habitat impacts for each federally
listed species and species proposed for listing, their
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation and
conservation measures for each of those species
and species habitat that the FSC project has the
potential to impact (right-of-way, access roads and

FSC
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associated work areas). Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “The
SMP Project would impact wildlife species and their
habitats. Impacts from construction include the
displacement of wildlife from the right-cf-way or
work sites into adjacent areas and the potential
mortality of some individuals. The cutting, clearing,
and/or removal of existing vegetation within the
construction work area could also impact wildlife by
reducing the amount of available habitat for nesting,
cover, and foraging. Censtruction could also lower
reproductive success by disrupting courting,
nesting, or breeding of some species, which could
also result in a decrease in prey available for
predators of these species. These impacts would be
temporary, lasting only while construction is
occurring, or short-term, lasting no more than a few
years until the pre-construction habitat and
vegetation type would be reestablished.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page D-
199 - D-
206 (page
204
through
211 of
1076) and
Page K-19
(page 956
of 1076}
and Page
K-22 (page
959 of
1076)

TABLE 2.2.1-1,
Additional
Temporary Extra
Warkspace for the
Southeast Market
Pipelines Project,
....etc.

While reviewing the FSC Proposed New, Improved
and Private Access Roads (D-199 - D-206), the
Department noticed that numerous "Proposed
Improvements” were listed with associated
"Construction Areas" {128.5 acres) and "Operation
Areas" (5.3 acres). Have all the FSC access roads
and their adjacent ESA action areas been surveyed
for federally listed species and species preposed for
listing? If federally listed and propesed for listing
species have been surveyed for at these locations,
please provide those FSC's survey reports and
FERC's effect determinations to the Service's Vero
Beach field office. Ref. FERC Draft EIS Page K-19
(page 956 of 1076), 2.2.3.4, Access Roads, First
Paragraph: Text states that “access roads use
would temporarily impact about 125.8 acres and
permanently impact about 5.3 acres”. Ref. FERC
Draft EIS Page K-22 (page 959 of 107¢), Table
2.3-2: it was alsc noted that vegetative communities
affected by the FSC access roads “Construction
Impacts” was 44.4 acres and “Operational Impacts”
were 1.6 acres.

FSC

28

Page E-3
(page 537
of 1076}

2.0, Best
Available Drilling
Practices

Please specify exactly what FERC/FSC hydraulic
directional drilling (HDDj)-related noise and water
mitigation measures will be implemented in the area
of Lake Kissimmee to eliminate any potential

FSC
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disturbance to the Everglades snail kites. Ref.
FERC Draft EIS Page 3-262, (page 3610f 905),
Table 3.12.2-6, Lake Kissimmee Creek: “Existing
Ambient Sound Level = 55.0 dBA, HDD Scund
Level = 87.0 dBA, Sound Increase = 12.3 dBA) As
shown in table 3.12.2-6, the HDD activities without
mitigation have the potential to exceed the FERC
noise criterion of 55 dBA Ldn." “Mitigation
measures could include mitigation measures that
could include use of various temporary noise
barriers; use of exhaust silencers; relocation of
equipment; or, offer of temporary housing or other
compensation. FSC estimates that implementation
of on-site mitigation measures could reduce the
level of HDD-related noise at nearby NSAs by 10
dBA to 15 dBA." FERC GComment: ‘because the
HDD noise levels would exceed 10 dB at most
locations and it is unknown whether 24-hour
operation would be required at this time, we
recommend that: « FSC should file in its
construction status reports the following information
for each HDD entry site: a.) noise measurements
from HDD activities at the nearest NSA, obtained at
the start of drilling operations; and b.}
documentation of noise complaints and measures
FSC has taken to resolve such complaints.”

Specific
Project
{i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page K-3
Last
Paragraph
(page 940
of 1076)

Southeast Market
Pipeline’s Project
Biological
Assessment

Please correct the following error, the Vero Beach
Field Office is reviewing the FSC Project not the
Panama City Field Office. Ref. FERC Biological
Assessment: ‘and the Panama City Field Office is
reviewing the FSC Project.”

FSC

30

Page K-17
(954 & 955
of 1078}

2.2.3, Southeast
Market Pipelines
Project Biological
Assessment,
2.2.3.1 Pipeline
Right-of-Way

Pleace verify that all the increased dimensions {over
100 feet) and related acreages been incorporated
into FSC's federally listed species and species
proposed for listing mitigation and/or conservation
measures calculations. Ref. FERC Biological
Assessment: "FSC would use a 100-foot-wide
construction right-of-way for a majority of the
proposed route in upland non-agricultural areas and
a 125-foot-wide construction right-cf-way in
agricultural areas.” "Constructing the FSC Project
would require the temporary use of about 1,385.5
acres of land.” Page K-18 {955 of 1076),
Southeast Market Pipelines Project Biological

FSC
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Assessment, 2.2.3.1 Pipeline Right-of-Way: “In
addition to the construction right-of-way, additional
temporary workspaces (ATWS) would be required in
areas such as those identified in section 2.2.1.1.
Most ATWSs would add 25 feet onto the
construction right-of-way, effectively creating a 125-
to 155-foot-wide work area at the ATWS locatien. In
total, ATWSs would temporarily require about 167.6
acres of land. Table 2.2.1-1 in appendix D of the
draft EIS lists each ATWS proposed on the FSC
Project. Following construction, ATWSs would be
restored to preconstruction conditions in accordance
with FSC's Plan and Procedures.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page K-27
(964 of
1078)

3.1.2, Clearing
and Grading

We recommend that all grading language within the
FERGC EIS state that “The Applicants would
segregate at least the top 12 inches of topsoil where
12 or more inches of topscil is present. In soils with
less than 12 inches of topsoil, the Applicants would
segregate the entire topsoil layer. During
backfilling, subscil would be returned to the trench
first. Topsoil would follow such that spoil would be
returned to its original horizon.” _Additional
Comment: Within blue-tailed mole skink and/or
sand skink potential habitat the removal and
replacement of a minimum of the first 12 inches of
topsoil from the full work area and subsoil storage
area must be completed. The following Appendix C
- TYPICAL RIGHT-OF-WAY CONSTRUCTICN
DRAWINGS provide examples of where this 12 inch
minimum is questionably stated: Additional
Comment: |n the following drawings replace Notes
#1 with the fellowing text: Within Blue-tailed mole
skink Eumeces egregius fividus and/or Sand skink
Neoseps reynoldsi potential habitat remove a
minimum of the first 12" of topsoil from the full work
area and subsoil storage area. (Drawing No. 1657-
PL-DG-28204, Drawing No. 1657-PL-DG-28205,
Drawing No. 1657-PL-DG-282086, and Drawing
No. 1657-PL-DG-28215). Additional Comment: In
the following drawings replace Notes #2 with the
following text: Within Blue-tailed mole skink
Eumeces egregius lividus and/or Sand skink
Neoseps reynoldsi potential hakitat remove a
minimum of the first 12" of topsoil from the full work

FSC

Federal Agency Comments



61-0O

FA3 — U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d)

FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

area and subsoil storage area. (Drawing No.
21040-510-TYP-20039, Drawing No. 21040-510-
TYP-200723, Drawing No. 21040-510-TYP-20075,
Drawing No. 21040-510-TYP-20078, Drawing No.
21040-510-TYP-20077, and Drawing No. 21040-
510-TYP-20078).

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)
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Page K-27
(page $64
of 1076}

3.1.2, Clearing
and Grading

We recommend prohibiting open burning within
Florida sand skink and blue-tailed mole skink
habitat. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “Brush and other
materials cleared from the construction corridor
would be open burned, chipped/mulched within
the construction right-of-way, or hauled coffsite te
an appropriate disposal location.”

FSC

33

Page K-29
(page 966
of 1076)

3.1.6, Hydrostatic
Testing

We recommend prohibiting hydrostatic testing water
discharge on to potential habitat for blue-tailed mole
skink and/or sand skink.Ref. FERC Draft EIS:
“Following depressurization, water would be
discharged to well-vegetated upland areas after
being run through a dewatering structure designed
to dissipate energy, retain suspended solids, and
encourage infiltration.”

FSC

34

Page K-32
(969 of
1076)

3.1.8 Cleanup
and Restoration

The FSC pertion of the SMP Project should submit
their Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment
Methodology July 12, 2012 calculations to the
USFWS Vero Beach Field Office for review prior to
FERC's initiation request for formal ESA
consultation. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “Within 20 days
of backfilling the trench (10 days in residential
areas) all work areas would be graded and restored
to preconstruction contours and natural drainage
patterns as closely as possible.”

FSC

35

Page K-32
(989 of
10768)

3.1.8, Cleanup
and Restoration

We recommend prohibiting plowing within blue-
tailed mole skink and/or sand skink potential habitat.
Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “Topsoil and subsoil would
be tested for compaction at regular intervals in
agricultural areas disturbed by construction
activities, and severely compacted agricultural
areas would be plowed.”

FSC

36

Page K-32
(969 of
1076)

3.1.8, Cleanup
and Restoration

We recommend prohibitting seeding and mulching
within blue-tailed mole skink and/or sand skink
habitat, and federally listed plant habitat. Blue-tailed
mole skink, sand skink habitat and federally listed
plant habitat should be allowed to revegetate

FSC
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naturally. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “The right-of-way
would be seeded within 6 working days following

final grading, weather and soil cenditions permitting.

Alternative seed mixes specifically requested by the
landowner or required by agencies may be used.
Any soil disturbance that occurs outside the
permanent seeding seascn cr any bare soil left
unstabilized by vegetation would be mulched in
accordance with the Applicants construction and
restoration plans.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

37

Draft EIS
Page K-42
(979 of
1076)

4.3 FLORIDA
SCQUTHEAST
CONNECTION
PROJECT

In addition to surveys along the pipeline alighment,
the Department will also need survey reports for
federally listed and proposed species within and
adjacent to the access road areas. |n additian,
please note that some federally listed species
survey protocol require a larger survey distance
than 300 feet; reference federally listed species
survey protocol's for appropriate dimensions. The
Cepartment recommend implementation of
approved protocols. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “FSC
completed general habitat surveys in 2013 and
2014 using a 300-foot-wide survey corridor along
the proposed pipeline alignment.”

FSC

38

Page K-42
(978 of
1078)

4.3 FLORIDA
SOUTHEAST
CONNECTION
PROJECT

For clarification, the Department's Vero Beach Field
Office has not yet initiated section 7 formal
consultation pursant to ESA on the FSC portion of
the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Draft
Envircnmental Impact Statement or started to
prepare our biological opinion; therefore, it is pre-
decisional to make any jeopardy determinations,
and nong have been made by the Service up to the
date of this response. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “FSC
completed sensitive species surveys in 2014 and
2015. Based on survey results and consultation
with the FWS, we have determined the project
would have no effect on 23 species; is not likely to
adversely affect 7 species; is fikely to adversely
affect 9 species; and is not likely to jecpardize or
cause a trend towards federal listing for 4 species.
No designated critical habitat would be crossed by
the FSC Project.”

FsSC
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N Specific
;_9 (-} Project
= @ 1; (i.e..
E ? e Vero Beach Field Office FSC Comments Hillabee,

[+ -
£ o Sabal
3 w Trail,
FSC)
Page K-70, | FLORIDA We recommend that 12 inches of topsoil be
54 (1007 SOUTHEAST segregated at all locations where federally listed
of 1076) CONNECTION and proposed for listing species may be “taken”, as
PROJECT, 5.4.1 defined under the ESA. Within blue-tailed mole
Reptiles, skink and/or sand skink potential habitat the
Bluetailed mole removal and replacement of a minimum of 12
skink (Plestiodon | inches of topsoil from the full work area and subsaoil
egregius lividus) storage area must be completed. The following
and Florida sand | Appendix C - TYPICAL RIGHT-CF-WAY
skink (Necseps CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS provide some
reynoldsi) examples of where this 12 inch minimum is
questionably stated. Please clarify that a minimum
of 12 inches will be conserved. Ref. Note #1 on
gach drawing: Drawing No. 1657-PL-DG-28204,
Drawing No. 1657-PL-DG-28205, Drawing No
1657-PL-DG-28208, Drawing No. 1657-PL-DG-
39 28215, Ref. Note #2 on each drawing: Drawing No. FsC
21040-510-TYP-20039, Drawing No. 21040-510-
TYP-20073, Drawing No. 21040-510-TYP-20075,
Drawing No. 21040-510-TYP-20078, Drawing No.
21040-510-TYP-20077, and Drawing No. 21040-
510-TYP-2C078. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “The top 4
to 6 inches of topsoil (A soil horizon) over the trench
line at the 16 occupied (known or presumed) skink
sites would be removed and placed at the edge of
the right-of-way immediately adjacent to other
suitable hakitat (present in most cases), allowing
skinks to emigrate to this habitat. The remaining
trench spoil would be stockpiled immediately
adjacent to the segregated topsail; its height should
form a temporary barrier and therefore minimize
skink movements back toward the trench. Following
pipeline installation, the soils would be backfill, and
the segregated topsoil returned to the top soil layer.”
Page K-70, | 5.4, FLORIDA Please provide specific details on proposed 3 years
54 (1007 | SOUTHEAST of post-construction surveys, monitoring and
of 1078) CONNECTION reporting programs being proposed by FERC/FSC
PROJECT, 5.4.1 | for each site for consideration by the Service. Ref.
40 Reptiles, FERC Draft EIS: “Up to 3 years of post-construction FSC
Bluetailed mole monitoring within a pertion of the known or
skink . _etc presumed occupied skink habitat would be

conducted to document skink recolonization within
areas of temporary impact.”

Federal Agency Comments
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. Specific
;_9 -} Project
= ® § (i.e.
E g e Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments Hillabee,
£ = B Sabal
o Trail
o o :

FSC)
Page K-70 | 5.4, FLORIDA We acknowledge your proposed mitigation (below);
(1007 of SOUTHEAST however, the Department is not able to provide
1076) CONNECTION additional feedback on the acceptability of your
PROJECT, 5.4.1 | proposal at this time. TheDepartment is in the
Reptiles, Bluetaile | process of internal discussion on an appropriate and
d mole skink consistent approach for consultation on blue-tailed
(Plestiodor mole skink and sand skink. \We are currently
egregius lividus) discussing post-construction menitoring and
and Florida sand | reporting, depth of A-scil horizon layer segregation
41 skink (Necseps and mitigation ratios. FERC/FSC will be notified by Fsc
reynoldsi) the Service's management when a final decision
has been reached in relationship to these issues
Ref. FERC Draft EIS: “To cffset temporary habitat
impacts and potential injury and harm to skinks,
FSC proposes to purchase credits from an
approved Florida sand skink conservation bank prior
to the initiation of construction. FSC proposes to
purchase 14.8 acre-credits for the proposed
tempoerary impacts on the 25.5 acres of occupied
skink habitat (a 0.20:1 mitigation ratio).”
Page K-71 | 5.4, FLORIDA Within the FERC Draft EIS there have been a
(page 1008 | SOUTHEAST number of references to initiating ESA section 7
of 1078) CONNECTION formal consultation; however, because this
PROJECT, 5.4.1, | document is a "Draft” EIS and because the
Eastern indigo Department has not received all relevant infermation
snake relating to the FSC federally listed and proposed
(Drymarchon species, we are unable to initiate formal consultation
couperi) at this time. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: "Although
implementing the avoidance and conservation
measures above would minimize adverse impacts
on the indigo, the handling and relocaticn of indigos
42 found within the construction right-of-way would be FSC

considered harm under the definition of the ESA
Therefore, we cenclude that construction and
operation cf the FSC Project is likely to adversely
affect the Eastern indigo snake, and request formal
consultation with the FWS for this species. Per
our recommendaticn at the beginning of section 3.8
of the draft EIS, FSC would not be allowed to
commence construction until our consultation with
the FWS is complete and the Director of OEP
provides written confirmation that construction can
commence.”

Federal Agency Comments
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

43

Page

Page K-75
& K-76
(1012 &
1013 od
1078)

Section No.

5.4.3, FLORIDA
SOUTHEAST
CONNECTION
PROJECT, 5.4.1,
Everglade snail
kite (Rostrhamus
sociabilis
piumbets)

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

Please provide information on what HDD-related
noise mitigation measures will be implemented in
the area of Lake Kissimmee to eliminate any
disturbance to the Everglades snail kites. Ref.
FERC Draft EIS: “According to the FNAI, the
closest record of snail kites to the FSC Project is 8
miles. However, data provided by FWS indicate
snail kites have historically nested between MPs
52.9 and 53.5 within the Lake Kissimmee
marshlands. Based on field reconnaissance and
wetland surveys, the project would affect
approximately 127 acres of suitable nesting and
foraging habkitat for the snail kite.” “FSC conducted
snail kite surveys within potential snail kite habitat in
February and March 2015 according to approved
FWS survey protocols. Snail kites were observed at
the southern edge of Lake Kissimmee between
Mileposts 52.9 and 53.1. At this location, both a
male and a female snail kite were cbserved on the
same day, although at different times, and no
interaction was observed between the birds.
Behavioral cbservations of the female bird
suggested a potential nest site at MP 52.9 within a
cluster of willow trees. Because of difficulty
reaching the potential nest site, its presence has
not been positively confirmed. This potential
nest, while located in the project area, is
approximately 1,400 feet from any proposed
construction activities.” “The FWS has established
guidelines that recommend activities such as
pipeline construction do not oceur within 1,640 feet
of an active nest. Prior to construction and if
construction activities would oceur within the snail
kite nesting season, FSC would complete snail kite
nest surveys near Lake Kissimmee to determine if
active nests occur within 1,840 of project work
areas. If active nests are found, FSC would
postpone construction until young have fledged the
nest. FSC also proposes to cross Lake Kissimmee
and its adjacent wetland habitat using the HDD
crossing method, which would avoid impacts on
foraging and nesting habitat.”

Ref. FERC Draft EIS, Page 3-262, Lake Kissimmee
Creek: “Existing Ambient Scund Level = 55.0 dBA,

Specific
Project
(i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

FSC

Federal Agency Comments



¥5-0O

FA3 — U.S. Department of the Interior (cont’d)

FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

44

Page

Page K-
76,54.3
(1013 of
10786)

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

HDD Sound Level = 7.0 dBA, Sound Increase =
12.3 dBA). As shown in table 3.12.2-6, the HDD
activities without mitigation have the potential to
exceed the FERC noise criterion of 55 dBA Ldn.
“Mitigation measures could include would evaluate
the level of noise implement mitigation measures
that could include use of various temperary noise
barriers; use of exhaust silencers; relocation of
equipment; or, offer of temporary housing or other
compensation. FSC estimates that implementation
of on-site mitigation measures could reduce the
level of HDD-related noise at nearby NSAs by 10
dBA to 15 dBA.”

Specific
Project
({i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

FLORIDA
SOUTHEAST
CONNECTION
PROJECT, 5.4.1,
Florida scrub-jay
(Aphelocoma
coerulescens)

Please be advised, suitable habitat on the property
may not only ke the nest sites of scrub-jays, but
could be part of the scrub-jay foraging habitat, which
is considered by the Service as occupied habitat,
hecause that habitat fulfills the species life history
requirements. Per South Flerida Ecological Services
DRAFT May 28, 2004 Species Conservation
Guidelines: “Scrub-jays typically occupy the same
areas for many years, and ownership is passed on
by mate replacement or inheritance by helpers.
Mean territory size is about 9 ha {25 acres),
although the size may vary depending on group size
and suitability of habitat.” We recommend
FSC/FP&L consider conservation measures, to
compensate for their project's potential to cause
further fragmentation of Florida scrub-jay habitat.
FERC Draft EIS: “FSC completed acoustic callback
surveys for the scrub-jay at various locations along
the project route where appropriate habitat was
present. The surveys weare completed in September
and October 2014 and March 2015 using
methedologies and locations approved by the FWS.
No scrub-jays were observed or heard during the
survey efforts. However, an adult pair was observed
in early March 2015 near MP 48.8 during surveys
for other wildlife species. This pair was not observed
during the October 2014 surveys. Subsequent
surveys conducted biweekly in April and early May
2015 consistently recorded this pair in the same
general location (MPs 48.6 to 48.9); however, no
nesting activity was observed nor did the pair exhibit

FSC
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(cont’d)

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

[=] -
s g
@ > 2
E o -
£ g
S o
Page K- FLORIDA
76,54.3 SOUTHEAST
(1013 of CONNECTION
1076) PROJECT, 5.4.1,
Wood stork
(Mycteria
americana)
45

behavioral patterns consistent with territoriality.”
“Construction of the FSC Project would impact
approximately 36 acres of xeric upland scrubk
habitat. If construction activities would occur within
the nesting season within any scrub-jay habitat
(March 1 te June 30), FSC would survey the hakitat
for nesting signs. Should Florida scrub-jays initiate
nesting within an area te be cleared, a 125-it buffer
woeuld be established around the nest tree. The nest
buffer would be for the duration of scrub-jay nesting
season, until young have successfully fledged, or
the nest has failed.

While this measure may avoid adverse effects to
scrub-jays nesting within the cleared right-of-way, it
may not avoid adverse impacts to scrub-jays
nesting adjacent to the cleared right-of-way or
foraging in the area. Therefore, we have
recommended in the draft EIS that FSC avoid
construction within occupied scrub-jay habitat during
the nesting season (March 1 to June 30), unless
preconstruction surveys confirm that scrub-jays do
not occupy the project area and FSC receives
written confirmation from the Commission that
construction activities can oceur within this
timeframe.”

Please have the Applicant (FP&L FSC) provide the
Service their Woed Stork Habitat Assessment
Methodology calculations te support their stated
mitigation for wood stork foraging habitat impacts.
These calculations will provide the Service with a
comparative assessment between impacts to wood
stork foraging habitat from the FSC Project and their
stated habitat mitigation measures. The Wood
Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Methodology
can be found at
http:/fwww.fws.gov/verobeach/ListedSpeciesBirds.ht
ml. ) FERC Draft EIS: “The FSC Project currently
passes through six wood stork core foraging areas.
Preliminary helicopter surveys were conducted for
colonial nesting water birds in 2014. Wood storks
were observed foraging in wetlands during the
surveys.” “No nesting wood storks were identified
during the survey.” “Because nec known nesting
colonies would be impacted by the FSC Project,

Specific
Project
(i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

FSC
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FA3-1
(cont’d)

Comment No.

Page

Section No.

Verc Beach Field Office FSC Comments

potential impacts on the wood stork would be limited
to the temporary harassment or displacement from
foraging habitat and the temporary alteration of
foraging habitat during construction and restoration
activities.” “Because wood storks are capable of
traveling long distances in search of food, use a
variety of wetland habkitats, and ample amounts of
foraging habitat are available in the project area, the
temporary displacement of storks into other suitable
foraging habitats is not expected to result in adverse
impacts on wood storks.”

Specific
Project
{i.e..
Hillabee,
Sabal
Trail,
FSC)

46

Page K-77
through K-
79

FLORIDA
SOUTHEAST
CONNECTION
PROJECT, 54.1,
Plants

Please provide copies of your survey reports for all
federally listed plant species, including GPS
locations of all federally listed plants, numbers of
federally listed plants at each location, and
avoidance and minimization measures you intend to
incorporate into your FSC proposed project to avoid,
minimize and conserve federally listed plants within
the FSC Project right-of-way, access roads and
associated work areas. Ref. FERC Draft EIS: As
currently proposed the construction of the FSC
Project would result in the destruction of the
following plant species within the FSC Project
construction workspaces: “Florida bonamia
(Bonamia grandifiora) near MP 9.0, Lewton’s
polygala (Polygala lewtonii) near MP 8.9, Papery
whitlow-wort (Paronychia chartacea spp. Chartacea)
between MPs 8.0 and 35.6, Scrub buckwheat
(Eriogonum longifolium var.gnaphalifolium) between
MPs 8.9 and 9.0, Scrub mint (Dicerandra
frutescens)MPs 8.9 and 9.0, and Small's jointweed
{Polygonella myriophylla) near MP 35.5".

FSC

47

Page K-80
& K-81
(1017 &
1018)

6.0
CONCLUSION,
Table 6-1
Summary of
Effects to
Federally Listed
Species for the
Southeast Market
Pipelines Project,
Florida Southeast
Connection

The Department requests copies of all federally
listed and propesed species survey reperts for the
Florida Southeast Connection Project. The Service
will review and consider that information while
preparing our biological opinion to determine if we
concur/agree with the effect determinations
presented within FERC's Draft EIS for the Florida
Southeast Connection Project.

FSC
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: Specific
;_9 [} Project
= ® § {i.e.
E ? e Vero Beach Field Office FSC Comments Hillabee,
£ - B Sabal
3 w Trail,

FSC)
Project:
Comment
Paragraph referring to method of crossing Hillahee
and Tallapoosa rivers is contridictory. The .
48 &-101 3728 paragraph states that these rivers will be HDD and Hillabes
later states that they will be cpen-cut. Please clarify.
Monitoring of vegetation within the righ of way is
49 39192 only planned for two years, however it has been Sabal
' discussed that this would be implemented for more Trail
than the 2 years.
There is mention that there is a plan to prevent
50 304 introduction of invasive species, but don't see Sabhal
reference to the plan in the document or appendix. Trail
Please provide
Blasting plan is mentioned in several sections of the Sabal
51 3-101 3728 DEIS however there doesn't seem to be a plan in Trail
. rail
the appendix. Please provide.
52 3104 381 Need to include Alabama and Georgia Field Offices Sabal
i when referring to reviewing the Sabal Trail Project Trall
Need to change Panama City Field Office with Sabal
53 3-104 3.81 South Florida Field Office when referencing the FSC Trai
project.
When getting appreval en Flerida scrub-jay related Sabal
54 3-107 3.8.1 issues the applicant should get confirmation form Trail
the FWS, not FWC.
Need to include conservation measures included in Sabal
55 3-107 3.8.1 the BA for sand skink and eastern indigo snake in Taraﬁ
this section
Need to include conservation measures included in Sabal
56 52 5-18 the BA for sand skink and eastern indigo snake in Trail
this section
Migratery Bird Conservation Plan should be Sabal
57 364 o7 included as a appendix to the DEIS Trall
Relocation or handling of eastern indigo snakes
should not take place without specific federal Sabal
58 App K K-61 permits. Snakes should be allowed to move out cf Trai
" - ! . rail
the project site on their own befere construction
continues.
It incorrectly states that 25.5 acres will be impacted Sabal
59 App K K-70 it should read 74.2 acres Trail
60| General Since phase construction will occur along the Hillabee

Hillabee Project, some areas along the pipeline may

Federal Agency Comments
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: Specific
;_9 -} Project
= ® 1; (i.e.

E ? e Vero Beach Field Office FSC Comments Hillabee,
£ & B Sabal
3 W Trail,
FSC)

need to be resurveyed if the duration of the species

surveys has passed

Candidate and at risk species may need to be

reevaluated in the formal censultation if the status of Al
81 General these species changes and they have become act

faderally listed species before the project is projects

complete.

Need to include conservation measure to conduct

post monitoring of selected areas of sand skink Sabal
62 App K K-59 habitat by either pedestrian cr coverboard surveys Trail

to decument recolonization of sand skinks post
construction.

Federal Agency Comments
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FA4 — U.S. Representatives Bishop, Lewis, Johnson, and Scott

i

FA4-1

20151026-0167 FERC PDF (iUncfficial} 10126/2015CP 6 ‘q/
-
: l

@rannreas of the United Siafza OFFICE OF
? Nﬂhingtl:n, BE 20m5 EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
5 0CT 26 A B:5U

October 23, 2015 DERAL ENERGY
u ‘ REGEEA?QRY COMMISSION

Norman C, Bay, Chalrman

Tony Clatk, Commissioner

Choryl A, LaFleur, Commissioner
Phillip D, Moeller, Commissioner
Colette D. Honorable, Comumlssloner
Federal Epergy Rogulatory Comimission
RR8 Firat Street, N.E, ’
‘Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Sabal Tratl Teanamisslon, LLC
FERC Docket Mo, CP15-17-000

Dear Commisstoners:

We are writing to cxpress our concems regarding Sabal Trail Transmission, LLCs
("Sabal Trall") application for a certificets of public convenience and necessity to construct a
516-mite-long, 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline through Alabama, Geotgla, and Florida, If
approved, approxdmately 160 miles of the pipeline would traverse nine countles in southwest
QGeorgia, five of which ate located in Georgia's Second Congressional Disirlot represanted by
Congressman Sanford Bishop,

We are especislly concorned shout the proposed location of the pipelinc and an
accompatylng sompressor station in Albany, Geotgia, which is losated in Dougherty County.

- | The proposed location ralses soricus anvironmental justice issues thal have nof been fully

addressed by FERC In ite Draft Environmental Impact Siatement (DEIS) for the project.

The population of Dougherty County and the City of Albany is approximately 72%
African-American. The median houschold income i3 only $28,871 for a family of four.
Approximately 32% of the population lives below the poverty line. The unemployment rate afso
Is highet than the state avetage,

In the southem part of Dougherty County, the communities are overburdencd by
pollution with 259 hazardouz weste Tacilitles, 78 facllities producing and releasing air pollutants,
20 facilities releasing toxic pollutants, and 16 faclities teleasing polkatatds into tie waters of the
Uniteg States, Cancer rates and cancer-related deaths are higher in southwest Georgia than inthe
rest of the state. '

Sabal Trail’s proposed pipeline and compressor stetion will further burden an already
overburdened and dissdvontaged African-Amerioan community in this aree. Sabal Trail’s
proposed routs will go through Albany end Dougherty County and will run through low-izcome
African-American neighborhoods, The propeasd industrial compressor station facility would sit

[ — Cébb—‘o?qg

The Commission has responded directly to this comment.

Federal Agency Comments
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2015102;5—0167 FERC PDF iUnofficial}l 10/26/2015

Norman C, Bey, et al.
Octaber 23, 2015

right in the middle of an African-American residential neighborhood comprised of fwo large
subdivisions, s mobile home park, schools, recreational facilities, and the 3,000-plus member
Mount Zion Baptist Church, a predominantly African-American congregation. The statement in
FERCs DEIS that the compressor station would not be located in an environmental justice
community is not correct. In fact, FERC acknowledges in its DEIS that 71% of environmental
Justies populations would be affected by the Sabal Trail Project and that the percentage of
environmental justice populations in Doughtery County is 5% (see DEIS at p, 3-217).

The compressor station would occupy severel acres, have a height of six stories, and have .

two 21,000 horsepower turbines running 24 hours a day every day of the week. It would be lit
vp &l night long, emit thousands of tons of pollutants into the air each year, and constitute 3 non-
stop souree of noise and vibration, The undisputed evidence in the record shows that this
massive compressor station would emit so much pollution that it would further contribute to the
City of Albany exceeding the National Ambient Air Quality Standards under the federal Clean
Air Act for nitrogen oxides.

In addition, studies have d ted that nofse poliution causes ad health effects
including vibro-aconstic disease, hypertension, heart disease, hearing impairment,
communicetion problems, sleep disturbance, and adverse cognitive effects including memory
loss and behavioral problems. The nitrogen oxides and valatile orgenic chemicals thet the
compressor station would emit are known to harm respiratory, cardiological, nevrological, and
kidney functions as well as cause premature death. Even small levels of nitrogen oxides can
cause nauses, irritation of the eyes and nasal passagea, fluid in the Jungs, and shortness of breath.
The aren already has among the highest incidences of stroke, heart disease, diabetes, cancer, and
obasity. This residential area therefore is the last piace where such a facility should be placed,
and it most certainly should not be located near a disadvantaged African-American neighborkood
that hes already botne more than its fair share of pollution.

Furthermore, the proposed pipeline route and compressor station locafion would lieina
limestone karst-iaden area that is highly prone to the development of sinkholes—a fact
highlighted in the DEIS. Indeed, the pipeline route through Dougherty Caunty alone features
nearly 70 actual and potential sinkholes. Of even preater concetn is the fact that the pipeline will
i through Albany's well ficld thet is already pockmarked with over 40 sinkholes. The well
field provides drinking water for 35,000 of the City's residents. The development of a sinkhole
beneath the pipeline or campressor station would create a substantal risk of pipeline collapse,
rupture, and explogion that could canse unteld property damage, bodily injury, and death. Given
the demographics of Albany end Dougherty County, such an event would adversely impact
African-Americans living there. The potential for a catastrophic explosion is not a speculative
concern in light of the many pipeline accidents that have occrred in recent months inciuding an
explogion on a Spectra natural gas pipeline beneath the Arkansas River earlier this year and

p station explosion that killed three people in Lovisiana carlier this vear,

Federal Agency Comments
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o

Norman C, Bay, ef al. -
Oclober 23, 2015

FA4-1 A3 you may be aware, 18 CF.R, § 380,15 requires that aay compressor sfation be located

(cont’d) | imen “unobtrusive location.” It ia clear to us that placing Szhal Trall's propased comimessor
station in the heart of an Africen-American resideatial neighborbiood hardly qualifies as an
unobtrusive location. Morecver, In fance with Presidential Executive Order 12,898
(“Foderal Aotions to Addrass Envitonmentsl Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations'), FERC is obligated to address environmental justice issues that may be raised by
Sabal Trall's proposed pipeline project with reapect to minority and low-income communities
(Exec, Order No., 12,898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (Peb. 11, 1994)). Proper application of thut Order -

. mendates moving the proposed pipeline route and comp station locati

Apart from the nbove legel considerations, common sense would suggest that a pipeline
carrying 8 highly flammable substance and a massive pollwting industrial facility should not be
placed in any residential cotmunity, much less an environmental justico community, It shoukd
be mors evident when the underlying kerst geofogy creates & significant risk of substantial harm
and when other alternslive routes and locations exist, It would be reasonable to slightly alter the'
route of the pipeline ouiside the largest urben area in soutlwest Georgle and to move the
compreasor station fo & more rural location given that nuch of the surrounding area is camprised
of agricultural land, Surely this medification can be done for a pipeline that would run for 160
miles through southwest Georgia, o

1t 1= essential that FERC requize Sabul Truil to abandon is proposed pipeline route and
compressor station location and 1o propose elternatives that will not adversely lmpact
environmental justice communities in southwest Georgia, We would groatly appreviaie your
atterttion to this matter and would request a prompt written response,

Sinford D, Bishap, Jt,
Member bf Congress

avid Scott
Mamber of Congress
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20151020-0028 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/20/2015

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Historic Preservation Gary Batton
PO. Box 1210 » Durant, 0K 74702-1210 Chief
Jack Austin, Jr.
Assistant Chief

October 15, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Q

888 First Street NE, Room 1A ORIGINAL
Washington, DC 20426

RE: OEP/DG2E/Gas B h 3, Florida h C ction, LLC, Tr | Gas Pipe Line
Company, LLC, Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC; Docket Nos. CP14-554-000, CP15-16-000, CP15-17-000

Dear Ms. Bose,

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks FERC for the correspondence regarding the above referenced praject.
The portions of the Hillabee Expansion Project lying in Choctaw and Dalles Co.’s, AL are within the Choctaw
Nation's area of historic interest. The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma has reviewed the information for the Hillabee
Expansion project and we concur with the findings that have been presented.

The $abal Trail project lies cutside of the Choctaw Nation’s area of historic interest. The Choctaw Nation Historic
Preservation Department respectfully defers this project to the other Tribes that have been contacted.

If you have any questions, please contact our office.
Sincerely,
Dr. lan Thompson, Ph,D., RPA

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Tribal Archaeologist, MAGPRA Specialist

Iy 02130 6

ag
AD
bS:

=
Senior Section 106 Reviewer o
1 u awnation.com

Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma

P.O. Drawer 1210

Durant, OK 74701

a PrIMAg £ 100% recyciac poar

NATI-1

Comment noted.
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SEMINGLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
AH-TAH-THI-KI MUSEUM

TRIBAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE

TRIBAL OFFICERS

CHAIRMAN
SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA JAMES E. BILLIE

AH-TAH-THI-KI MUSELUM VICE CHAIRMAN

MITCHELL CYPRESS

30280 JOSIE BILLIE HWY
PMB 1004

SECRETARY
CLEWISTON, FL 33440 SEMINGLE TRIDE OF Fic LAVONMNE KIPPENBERGER

SRiw
PHONE: (863) 983-6549 _] ‘, f\l l'l ]' TREASURER
FAX. (863)902-1117 PETER HAHN

October 8, 2013

Mr. John Peconom

Environmental Project Manager
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Cffice of Energy Projects

825 N, Capitol Street,

N.E. Washington, DC

Tel: (202) 502-6352

Email: john.peconom@ferc.gov

Subject: FERC Southeast Market Pipelines Draft Environmental Impact Statement
THPO#: 0013801

Dear Mr. Peconom,

The Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Semincle Tribe of Florida (STOF-THPO) thanks you for providing the
Tribe an opportunity to comment on the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(E1S). Our initizl review of the document identified several points of misunderstanding that require immediate
attention. We will provide cemprehensive comments on the draft EIS prior to the requested deadline.

NAT2-1 |Section 3.11.4.3 of the draft EIS addresses cultural resources in the Florida Southeast Connection segment of the
Southeast Market Pipefines project. In this section, it is stated that the Seminole Tribe of Florida “responded that the
project was outside of their area of concern.” Furthermore, it is stated in the same section that *FSC met with the
Seminole Tribe of Florida on November 15, 2014 in order to review the project's location through GIS shapefiles; the
Tribe cenfirmed that the project does not cross over any areas of concem to them.” These statements are in conflict
with our standard consultation policy which includes the entire state of Florida in our area of interest. If FERC has
documentation that verifies these statements, please provide copies to the STOF-THPO.

We believe that the GIS review meeting and our response to FERC's initial request for Tribal input were to assist
FERC in identifying any specific areas/sites of unique significance to the Tribe, as the Tribe has specialized expertise
in identifying and assessing properties of religious and cultural significance to the tribe. Although no specific sites of
religious and cultural significance were identified during this meefing, the Tribe was anticipating continued
consultation regarding the treatment of any previously identified or newly identified cultural resources impacted by
this project in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations
{36 CFR Part 800).

NAT2-1

The text of the EIS has been updated to clarify that the Seminole Tribe of
Florida's standard consultation policy covers the entire state of Florida, and
further that we will consult with the tribe regarding sites of religious and
cultural significance.

Native American Tribe Comments
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NAT?2 — Seminole Tribe of Florida (cont’d)

20151021-4002 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/21/2015

NAT?2-2 |The draft EIS indicated that the STOF-THPO was not provided an opportunity to comment on the preject following
the November 15 meeting (which occurred in 2013 instead of 2014). A review of our records verifies the failure of
FERC to consult during this period. Please provide the STOF-THPC with all cultural resource assessment reports
conducted as part of this project and any additional pertinent documents. Please do not hesitate to centact us if you
have any questions or wish to discuss this further.

Respectfully,

Andrew J. Weidman, MA, RPA
STOF-THPQ, Compliance Review Specialist
30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004
Clewiston, FL 33440

Cffice: 863-983-6549 x12216

Email: andrewweidman@semtribe.com

Ce: Paul Backhouse, PhD., Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, STOF-THPO
Anne Mulling, Deputy Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, STOF-THPQ
Bradley Mueller, Compliance Review Supervisor, STOF-THPO
Kim Taplin, Tribal Liaison, USACE Jacksonville District
Wendy Weaver, Regulatory Archaeologist, USACE Jacksonville District
Mark R. Evans, Senior Project Manager, USACE Jacksonville District
Ellen Armbruster, Project Archaeclogist, FERC

NAT2-1

We asked FSC and Sabal Trail to provide the Seminole Tribe of Florida with all
applicable cultural resources reports and plans prepared for their respective
projects. The text of the FEIS regarding the November 15 meeting has been

corrected to "2013."

Native American Tribe Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LA1 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.
| am very disappointed that your staff failed to honor any of our concerns:
LA1-1 |1) Your staff seems more concerned about tortoises than humans - especially African

Americans.

L.A1-2 |2) Your staff assumed that all noise tests were perfect even though we had good evidence that
the noise will carry further than Sabal claims.

LA1-3 |3) Your staff discounted the future health and wellness of 50 families and dozens of children in

the Country Side Mobile Home Park.

LA1-4 4) Your staff failed to consider the possible diminished property values of the surrounding
subdivisions,

LA1-5 |5) Your staff failed to consider the concerns of MT. Zion Church presumably because it is
majority African American.

6) Your staff did not appear to have the slightest concern for the water supply of the City of
Albany, even though the Sabal trenches will cut through the inner management zones of our
major well field.

LA1-6

LAl-1

LA1-2

LA1-3

LA1-4

LAIL-5

LA1-6

Section 3.10.4 addresses environmental justice. As discussed in section
3.10.4.2, racial minorities (which includes African Americans/Black) were
identified as an environmental justice population.

The commentor's concerns about the ambient noise surveys (tests) and noise
propagation calculations are noted. However, the noise analysis discussed in
section 3.12.2 of the EIS evaluated the noise attributable to the compressor
stations (not including background from other sources) for demonstration with
the Commission's 55 dBA Ldn guideline. As such, the background does not
affect that part of the noise analysis. The analysis also evaluated the noise
increase (over ambient). For this part of the review, a lower ambient noise
level would result in a larger increase. As such, using lower existing conditions
would estimate higher noise increases. For the noise analysis, the calculations
are based on noise propagation and minimal, basic losses from things like
ground cover. As such, we determined that these analyses are sufficient to
demonstrate that the noise from the compressor station would not adversely
affect the nearby noise sensitive areas. Recommendation #28 in section 5
would require Sabal Trail to complete a noise survey once the compressor
station is operational to ensure that the noise levels meet the Commission's
noise guideline.

Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3.

Section 3.10.2.6 (which cross references to section 3.10.1.6) discusses the
impact on property values as a result of natural gas pipeline projects.

As identified in section 3.10.4, based on census tract data, environmental
justice populations were identified and impacts considered within 1-mile area
around the project facilities. The commentor’s presumption that we failed to
consider the concerns of Mount Zion Church because it is majority African
American is incorrect. In fact, the EIS specifically notes that the Mount Zion
Church is located 1.4 miles from the proposed compressor station and that the
station would be unseen and unheard by church goers. Section 3.10.4
concludes that the Sabal Trail Project would not disproportionately impact
environmental justice populations in Dougherty County.

See sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS; section 3.3.1.7 specifically includes a
detailed discussion of the City of Albany well field and explains why
construction and operation of the project would not pose a significant risk to
groundwater resources or the City of Albany well field. See also the response
to comments FA2-5, FA2-27, FA2-30, and FA2-33.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LA2 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

LA2-1

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.

Sabal Trail has no response to this news story that shows a gas compressor station one fourth
the size of the one planned for Albany, Georgia is destroying human health as far as one and
one half miles away.

Gas Compressors and Nose Bleeds

A new study connects health issues with rural gas compressor pollution.

Fall 2015

http://www.utne .com/environment/gas-compressors-and-nose-bleeds-zm0z15fzsau.aspx
By Jessica Cohen, special to Utne Reader

To attain permits, pipeline companies use analysts who manipulate projected emissions levels
to make them acceptable by Environmental Protection Agency standards.

In rural Minisink, NY, air contaminants from the Millennium Pipeline gas compressor how
exceed what would be found even in a big city, says environmental health consultant David
Brown. After dozens of Minisink residents found they were beset by similar ailments
immediately after the compressor station was built in 2013, a two-month study of air
contaminants and residents’ symptoms was conducted by Brown and his cohorts at Southwest
Pennsylvania Environmental Health Project. The nenprofit group of public health experts,
based in McMurray, PA, have been investigating a comparable pattern of symptoms near gas
drilling sites in Pennsylvania and other states.

In the Minisink study, recently released, they found that spikes in air toxins around the
compressor coincided with residents’ adverse health symptoms. The study involved 35
residents, who were surveyed using a well-tested survey method, including interviews by a
physician. SWP-EHP also provided five Speck monitors to measure fine particulate matter in
air near residences for the two months, from October 19 to December 17 of 2014, Participants
additionally used special canisters to capture air samples during “odor events,” periods when
the compressor emitted strong odors.

Asthma, nosebleeds, headaches, and rashes were common among the 35 participants in eight
families living within one mile of the compressor. Those symptoms are alsc frequently reported
around gas fracking sites, said Brown.

Six of the 12 children studied had nosebleeds, which Brown attributed to elevated blood
pressure or irritation of mucous membranes by formaldehyde, a carcinogen found in excess
around compressors in a recent SUNY Albany study.

More from Minisink, NY

The Real Cost of Fracking | A Small Town and the Effects of Air Pollution

Of particular concern were elevations of fine particulate matter (PM 2.5).

During the monitoring period, average PM 2.5 was 17 to 20 micrograms per cubic meter

(ug/M3)—three times the regional average of 6.3. So it was regularly beyond the
Environmental Protection Agency limit of 12. Multiple episodes of peaks into the hundreds, as

LA2-1

Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LA2 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany (cont’d)

LA2-1
(cont’d)

high as 426, were also reccrded by Speck monitors. “One home had a 24-hour period with an
average of 64ug/m3 " said Brown.

A study published in June by Harvard epidemiologist Joel Schwartz and his colleagues
identified the dangers of PM 2.5 even above 6. Each increase of one microgram per cubic
meter increases the mortality rate by 1 percent for people over 65, they found. They used
Medicaid mortality statistics in conjunction with satellite readings of PM 2.5 in New England for
the research.

High PM 2.5 levels also double the risk of a newborn having autism if the mother is exposed
during her third trimester of pregnancy, according to a study published in Environmental Health
Perspectives in December 2014 by Harvard epidemiologist Marc Weisskopf and his
colleagues.

Schwartz attributes the effects of PM 2.5, particularly respiratory disease and heart attacks, to
the inflammation it generates throughout the body. Inflammation of arterial plague stimulates
white blood cells to infiltrate the plagque, making it less stable and more likely to rupture,
causing a heart attack, Schwartz says. “Even in a big city like New York, you wouldn't see
these peaks in particulate matter nor have the same chemicals in the air,” said Brown.

Several kinds of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were captured in canisters by residents
during odor events. “The levels of reported VOCs were not high in terms of health effects fora
single chemical exposure, but are still of concern if these exposures occur over a long period
of time or if high spikes periodically occur,” according to the report.

Brown would like to get data about what exactly is being done at the compressor. “They keep
records,” he says. “But everyone is so secretive, protecting their business interests.”

To attain permits, pipeline companies use analysts who manipulate projected emissions levels
to make them acceptable by Environmental Protection Agency standards, Brown says. Those
standards are also weakened by industry lawsuits when the EPA tries to tighten them. “They
delude themselves about emissions safety,” says Brown.

Pramilla Malick, who lives a half mile frem the compressor, participated in the study. She
recalls how Minisink residents were told the compressor would emit only "water vapor” by
representatives from AECOM, the company who did the emissions analysis for the
compressor. She notes that the CEQ of AECOM, Daniel Tishman, was chairman, and is now
vice chairman, of the Natural Resources Defense Council board of trustees. “I'm tired of this
duplicitoushess,” she says.

She points to the opportunity for public health safety that was denied by Millennium. “They
could easily eliminate these issues with an electric compressor,” as opposed to the high
emissions gas-fueled compressor, she says. But the electric one would cost the company
more initially. “Why are economic considerations allowed to be a priority? People are getting
sick,” says Malick.

She has led opposition both to the compressor and to plans to build a Competitive Power
Ventures gas power plant in Wawayanda, seven miles away. The plant would produce multiple
amounts of the same emissions.

Local Agencies/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LA3 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

LA3-1

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.
the Sabal Trail pipeline corporation and the draft FERC EIS puts gopher tortoises at a higher
priority than human beings - that is indefensible at any level.

LA3-1

As described in section 1.2, one of our principal purposes in preparing this EIS
was to identify and assess potential impacts on the natural and human
environment that would result from constructing and operating the SMP
Project. Our analysis considered impacts on the public, and assessed
appropriate measures to avoid or further reduce/minimize impacts.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LA4 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.
LA4-1 | am concerned about news reports from New York State that show that a compressor station
1/4 of the one planned for Albany is giving nose bleeds to young children through venting and
LA4-2,3 |burning of methane. Further it lowers property values and causes noise pollution. It disgusts

LA4-4 | me that FERC values gopher tortoises over human lives in the community around the pipeline

LA4-5

compressor. It is embarrassing that Sabal Trail Pipeline Corp refuses to move its compressor

station a couple miles west of Albany because they would have to build a 1.2 mile paved road.

LA4-1

LA4-2

LA4-3

LA4-4
LA4-5

Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3.

Section 3.10.2.6 addresses property value impacts associated with the Sabal
Trail Project.

Section 3.12.2 addresses noise impacts associated with the Sabal Trail Project
and Albany Compressor Station.

See the response to comment LA3-1.

Section 4.4.2.1 describes our analysis of six alternative sites for the Albany
Compressor Station and concludes that none offer a significant environmental
advantage over Sabal Trail’s proposed site. In addition, section 1.3 notes that
Sabal Trail abandoned its originally proposed site along Newton Road due to
community concerns. As indicated in the docket in this proceeding, these
concerns included proximity to the Albany well field, a fire station, and church;
visual impacts from Newton Road, considered to be a “gateway” into Albany;
potential effects from being along the flight path into the Albany airport; and
proximity to environmental justice populations (the Newton Road site is located
within a designated environmental justice census tract).

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LAS — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

LAS5-1

LAS5-2

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.

The UTNE Reader in New York state refers to a scientific study that showed autism rates
double within 1 mile of a 13,000 HP Compressor Station. Mortality rates for over 65 years old
increase. Formaldahyde is a byproduct chemical given off when the Compressor vents along
with the poisonous methane causing cancer, asthma, headaches, nosebleeds, and rashes.
The Sabal Trail Compressor Statien planned for Albany is 4 times larger at 43,000 HP and will
impact people for 4 miles in radius with the same ailments. Please require Sabal Trail to move
their pipeline and compressor station 4 miles to the west of our city limits out into the country
where people are few. Pages 48 to 53 of the Draft EIS mention that alternatives were
considered too expensive due to Sabal having to build a road. Autism and cancer cost our
society far more.

LAS-1

LAS5-2

Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3.

Section 4.4.2.1 of the EIS considers numerous factors in analyzing six
alternatives to the proposed Albany Compressor Station site and concludes that
none offer a significant environmental advantage over the proposed location.
Cost was not a factor in the analysis. Section 3.12.1.3 discusses potential
health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor station.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LAG6 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.
LA6-1 | This Sabal Trail Pipeline Route not only endangers people and their long term health, but it
LA6-2, 3 | also endangers wetlands which it cuts through. The trench for the pipe will break through the
clay subsurface and end up draining wetlands, collapsing wells, and breaking apart in Karst
LA6-4 | terrain where sinkholes are common.

LAG6-1

LA6-2

LA6-3
LA6-3

Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations are
discussed in section 3.12.1.3.

The Applicants have developed construction plans that would require sealing the
wetland boundaries and/or bottom of the trench in wetlands if the trench could
impact wetland hydrology. These plans are discussed in 3.4.2.1 and incorporated
by reference in sections 2.3.2. Further, we note that the Applicant's construction
plans require annual monitoring of wetlands until restoration is considered
complete.

See the response to comments FA2-27 and LA1-6.

See the response to comment FA2-27. Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS includes a
detailed description of karst geology and explains the basis for our conclusion that
operation of the proposed facilities in karst areas would not pose a significant risk
to public safety.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LA7 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany
20151013-0041 FERC PDF (Unofficial} 10/13/2015 i arq
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SECRETARY OF THE POST OFFICE BOX 5521
COMMISSION Albany, Georgia
31706-5521
wseet 13 A %55
FEDERAL EHERGY
comaemnan wamn tous REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE: (229 431-2161
HOME: (2281 876-0944
CELL: (229) 894-2425
Fax: (229)878-3198
Hornorable Kimberly Bose October 5, 2015
Federal Ebergy Regulatory Commission

888 First Strect NE
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Secretary Bose,

I hope you will reject the proposed Sabal Trail Pipeline route as too destructive of our
wetlands.
LA7-1 |1) The route northwest of the proposed Compressor Station location on West Oakridge goes
through numerous wetlands that have been cleared and or lumbered. It appears that the purpose
of these operations is to disguise the fact that these lands are wetlands.

LA7-2 |2) The proposed Compressor Station is located on wetlands as well, and nearly on top of one of the
LA7-3 City of Albany’s wells.

3) The 36” pipeline requires a 15 to 20 foot trench that will serve to drain these wetlands as the
trench punches through clay holding soils above Karst soil.

LA7-4

LA7-5 |4) Finlly, the proposcd route takes the Sabal Trail Pipeline through the City of Albany’s well
LA7-6 fields inner management zones which could collapse some of the wells. This will also disturb
- the wetlands surrounding the well fields’ outer management zones.

Please reject Sabal Trail’s application (CP15-17-000) and proposed route and compressor
station location. 'We request a public hearing on your decision.

City Commissioner Ward 4
City of Albany

LA7-1

LA7-2

LA7-3

LA7-4
LA7-5
LA7-6

It is unclear where the referenced tree clearing was observed relative to Sabal
Trail’s proposal. However, Sabal Trail commented on the docket in this
proceeding that it has not initiated tree clearing.

Sabal Trail has designed the proposed facility to avoid impacting wetlands on
the site.

As indicated in section 3.3.1.7 of the EIS, as indicated in the City of Albany
Wellhead Protection Plan, the nearest City well to the proposed compressor
station site is Well #135, which is 2.2 miles from the compressor station site.
The Wellhead Protection Plan also indicates that the compressor station would
be located outside of the outer management zone for Well #135. We have
received no comments to document that the compressor station would be
"nearly on top" of a municipal well.

See the response to comment LA6-2.
See the response to comment CO25-14.

We acknowledge in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS that the proposed pipeline would
impact wetlands, and this includes wetlands within the City of Albany well
field management zones. However, the impacts would be minimized and
mitigated, and as described in comment CO6-1, the natural gas in the pipeline
would not affect water resources.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LAS8 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

LAS-1

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA.

Please move the proposed West Qakridge Albany GA Compressor Station and pipeline 5
miles away from the city limits. 1t won't cost Sabal Trail much compared to the billions in profit
that they will make and it will keep our citizens safe from harmful gas venting and other

environmental issues.

LA8-1

See response to comment LA4-5.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LA9 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

LA9-1

Roger Marietta, Albany, GA

In reference to the Draft EIS, pages 48-53, it is clear that Sabal Trail will not spend any money
to protect people from this pipeline and compressor station. The Sabal response that it would
be too costly te build a road 1 to 5 miles away frem the city limit of Alcany is not a good
argument and one that is easily rejected. By building the Compressor Station on agricultural
lands and sliding the pipeline route to those same agricultural lands, Sabal Trail Corp would
actually save money on easements' costs which would pay for any necessary road

construction.

LA9-1

See section 4.4.2 and response to comment LA4-5.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LA10 — Earl Arnett, Commissioner, Marion County, Board of County Commissioners

LA10-1

Marion County
Board of County Commissioners

McPherson Governmental Complex Districr 1 — David Mocre, Commissioner

601 SE 25th Ave. Districe 2 — Kathy Bryant, Vice Chair
Ocala, FL 34471 District 3 — Stan McClain, Chairman
Phone: 352-438-2323 District 4 — Carl Zalak I11, Conmmissioner
Fax: 352-438-2324 District 5 — Earl Arnettr, Commissioner

October 22, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Sabal Trail Transmission Project, FREC Docket No. CP15-17-000

Dear Secretary Bose,

As an elected official, T write in support of Sabal Trail Transmission's tri-state natural gas pipeline
project. By creating thousands of jobs, the Sabal Trail project will have a positive ripple effect
throughout the local economies along the pipeline route.

Tt will add to the tax base of each state through which the pipeline passes, resulting in better funding for
local schools and local communities.

The Sabal Trail pipeline will also provide consumers with affordable, domestic natural gas that will
better meet their energy needs. The environment is a crucial concern, and, fortunately, this pipeline will
not negatively affect it. Natural gas is a cleaner fuel alternative that will leave a very small carbon
footprint and we as a county are in the process of converting our fleet to compressed natural gas.

Lastly, Sabal Trail makes safety a top priority. We know this because they are dedicated to the safe and
reliable operation of facilities and the incident rate for their parent company, Spectra Energy, is about

half of the industry average over the past five years.

As you review Sabal Trail's application for this important project, I urge you to give every consideration
to approving it.

Sincerely,
r

-~ , }
Earl Arnett

Marion County Commissioner

“Meeting Needs by Exceeding Expectations”

www.marioncountytl.org

LA10-1

Comment of support noted.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LA11 - Fred Hawkins, Jr., Commissioner Osceola Board of County Commissioners

OSCEOLA
BOARD
OF
COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS

Fred Hawkins, Jr.
County Commissioner
District 5

Office: 407.742.2000
Fax: 407.742.239]
Cell: 407,709-1678

fhawwosceola.org

Osceola
County

I Courthouse Square
Suite 4700
Kissimmee, FL 34741

20151027-5051 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/26/2015 5:13:05 BM

October 23, 2105

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re; Sabal Trail Transmission Project, FERC
Docket No. CP15-17-000

Secretary Bose:

LA11-1 | | am writing you in support of Sabal Trail Transmission’s tri-state natural gas

pipeline project application filed with the Federal Regulatory Commission as
Docket Number CP15-17-000. This is a 515-mile natural gas pipeline that will
bring affordable, clean natural gas supplies to Florida.

If the project is approved, local communities along the pipeline’s route will see
substantial economic growth. Sabal Trail will provide huge increases in tax
revenue in each state and will include over $70 million in total economic output.
This project will also create thousands of jobs, not including the indirect
construction and community job opportunities that would accompany the pipeline.

Natural gas is recognized by the Environmental Protection Agency as the cleanest
of all fossil fuels. Not only would this pipeline meet our growing cnergy needs,
but it would do so in a sale and responsible way. Natural gas transmission
pipelines are one of the safest forms of energy transportation. However, out of an
abundance of caution, Sabal Trail has put programs in place designed to prevent
pipeline failures, detect possible issues, and perform repairs.

Florida’s current natural gas transmission infrastructure is not adequate to meet
growing energy demands. This project will rectify that problem while also
increasing energy security and creating over 5,000 jobs. Please consider these
facts when going over Sabal Trail’s application and approve this project.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Fred Hawkins, Jr.
County Commissioner
District 5

LAll-1

Comment of support noted.
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS

LA12 — Stan McClain, Commissioner, Marion County, Board of County Commissioners

Marion County
Board of County Commissioners

McPherson Governmental L()mplcx Districr 1 — David Moore, Commissioner

= 601 SE 25th Ave. District 2 — Kathy Bryant, Vice Chair
\ e ,/c:&,/" Ocala, FL 34471 District 3 — Stan McClain, Chairman
NCop—rie Phone: 352-438-2323 Distriet 4 — Carl Zalak 11, Commissioner
ST Fax: 352-438-2324 District 5 = Earl Amett, Commissioner
Qctober 22, 2015
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426
RE: Sabal Trail Transmission Project, FREC Docket No. CP15-17-000
Dear Secretary Bose,
LA12-1 |As an elected official, I am writing today to urge your approval of Sabal Trail Transmission’s tri-state

natural gas pipeline project application filed with the Federal Regulatory Commission as Docket
Number CP15-17-000.

Sabal Trail will have substantial positive impacts on the communities along the pipeline’s route. These
communities will see significant job growth, as thousands of jobs will be created during the construction
phase of this project. In addition, 527 permanent jobs will be in place once the pipeline is finished, 288
of which will be in Florida.

The pipeline will also increase the tax base in each state it passes through by adding capital investment.
It will produce $74 million in total economic output.

We need this pipeline in Florida especially because our current natural gas infrastructure is not adequate
to meet the demand of our growing state. This pipeline will bring affordable, clean natural gas supplies
to Florida.

Sabal Trail is committed to protecting the environment. The compression stations along the pipeline will
have emission rates lower than what is required by federal and state regulations.

‘When you are reviewing this application, I implore you to take this information into account, and
approve the project

Marion County Commissioner

“Meeting Needs by Exceeding Expectations”

www.marioncountyfl.org

LA12-1

Comment of support noted.

Local Agency/Elected Official Comments
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LOCAL AGENCIES/ELECTED OFFICIALS
LA13 — Roger B. Marietta, Commissioner, City of Albany

LA13-1

LA13-2

LA13-3

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
SOUTHEAST MARKET PIPELINES PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the addresses below; or (3) clectronically filed.!

For Official Mail Filing, Send To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

As applicable, please indicate the project(s) you are commenting on:
Y1 Sabal Trail Project: Docket No. CP15-17

[m] Florida Southeast Connection Project: Docket No. CP14-554

O Hillabee Expansion Project: Docket No. CP15-16
O

All of the above

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [continue on back of page if necessary]
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments. See instructions on the Commission’s
web site at http://www.ferc.gov under the "e-Filing" link. Before you can file comments you will need to create a fiee
account by clicking on “Login to File™ and then "New User Account".

LA13-1

LA13-2
LA13-3

Public safety is a significant consideration in siting natural gas transmission
facilities. As detailed in section 3.13, the SMP Project would be designed,
constructed, and operated in accordance with DOT PHMSA regulations in 49
CFR 192 that are protective of public safety.

Comment noted.

See the response to comment LA4-5.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO1 - Audubon Florida

3 S

Audubon FLORIDA

October 6, 2015

1101 Audubon Way
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Tel: (407) 620-5178
chlee2@earthlink.net

Dear Ms. Bose,

On behalf of Audubon Florida, I am writing today in regard to the Sabal Trail
Transmission Project, FERC Docket No. CP15-17-000, which will provide transportation
services for power generation needs to Florida Power & Light and Duke Energy
beginning May 2017.

Audubon Florida, recognizes that natural gas generates far fewer emissions than coal and
oil and is an important part of a national strategy to reduce carbon emissions.

Audubon Florida has reviewed the proposed route, and worked with Sabal Trail on route

modification and environmental mitigation measures for portions of its 515-mile
CO1-1 | interstate natural gas pipeline in Florida. It is our conclusion that Sabal Trail has now
selected a pipeline route and mitigation measures that avoid important habitats and
minimize impacts to sensitive wetland areas in Florida. Specifically, Sabal Trail re-
routed the pipeline around the edge of the Halpata Tastanaki Preserve in Marion County,
Florida, to avoid sensitive Florida Scrub Jay habitat. Through both re-routing and
COl1-2 mitigation, Sabal Trail has reduced overall impacts to the Green Swamp Area of Critical
Concern, the protection of which is very important to Audubon Florida. Such mitigation
measures in the Green Swamp area include the assurance that a top-priority parcel
proposed for acquisition under the Florida Forever Program will be conserved and
restored as a mitigation bank. This parcel would otherwise be highly vulnerable to
development.

The project as now designed resolves any of our prior stated concerns regarding
wetlands, protected species, and mitigation.

Sincerely,
f =
— -

Charles Lee
Director of Advocacy

Maitland, Florida 32751

Note: Audubon Florida filed two versions of its comment letter on the draft EIS. The
comment letter reproduced here is Audubon Florida’s revised letter.

COl1-1 The Audubon's comments regarding Sabal Trail's proposed routing in sensitive
areas are noted.

CO1-2 Comment noted.

Company and Organization Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO2 — Associated Industries of Florida

20151013-0058 FERC PDF (Unofficial} 10/13/2015 Cp..s‘_,)——]

ASSOCIATED INDUSTRIES or FLORIDA
The Voice of Florida Business Since 1920

FILED
SECRETARY OF THE

MUl

October 1, 2015 B50CT 13 A %5
Brewster Bevis FEDERAL ENE!}",GY
Senior Vice President, State and Federal Affairs REGULATORY COMIAISSION

Associated Industries of Florida
516 N. Adams St.

Tallahassee, FL 32301 D ORIGIN AL

Kimberly D. Base, Secretary

Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
8RS First Steeet NE, Room 1A
‘Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose,

CO2-1 |On behalf of the Associated Industrics of Florida {AlF), 1 am wriling today in regard to the Sabal Trail
Transmission Project, FERC Docket No, CP15-17-000 and to express our organization’s support for the Sabal
Trail pipeline, which is estimated to generate nearly $371 million for the State of Ftorida during just onc year of
construclion.

Known as “The Yoice of Florida Business," Associated Industries of Florida (AIF) strives to create a business-
friendly climate in Florida and has done so for decades. We, as an organization, are constantly working to
racagnize and support projects that are conducive to job creation and arc economically bercficial to both
businesses and consumers statewite.

CO2-2 |With these priotities in mind, the Sabal Trail pipeline project is crucial to the economic development of the
Sunshine State, as it stands to create 2,709 construction jobs, ultimately resulting in 288 permanent jobs after
construction i3 completed, in Florida alone.

AIF also supports pelicies leading to the continued suceess of natural and is a proponent of efforts to promote
energy efficiency and conservation through cost-effective incentives.

‘We are confident that the Sabal Trail pipeline will contribute tremendously to these efforis and will dosoina
manner that eonsiders safety above all and exhibits exemplary practices in arcas impacted by the project.

Qur mission as an orgenization reminds us of our commi to “encourage and support the business and
industrial enterprises of Florida,” and, “to promote the general welfare and presperity of the commonwealth of
Florida as a whole,” We are confident that the Sabal Trail project has the potential to help us accomplish these
objectives and nurture the prospetity of Florida’s economy and job market.

We, at AlF, pride oursclves on looking out for business owners and consumers while secking out opportunities
for Flerida to live up to its full potential, and firmly believe Florida needs the Sabal Trail pipeline.

Respectfully,

o

Brewster Bevis
Senior Vice President, State and Federal Affairs

516 North AdamsStreet « Post Officc Box 784 « Tallzhassee, Florida 32302-0784 # Thone: B50.224-7173 # Fax:850.224-6532 = Email: aif@aif.com ¢ wwv.aif com

CO2-1
CO2-2

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery

CP\s -\

FORMAN, HANRATTY, THOMAS & MONTGOMERY CHARLES R. FORMAN

JOSEPH M. HANRATTY
ATTORNEYS AT LAW www.eminentdomainfl.com Fj| £ MICHAEL B. MONTGOMERY*+
SECé?CE]TéRY PF THE VANESSA THOMAS*
HMISSIC .
October 6,2015 T ORIGINAL HISSION T
W5 06T 13 A ¢ 5y

Reply to: Oca’I’_aE o
RAL ENERGY
Federal Energy Reguly issi EGULATGRY COMMISSION

Hand Delivered at October 6, 2015 meeting in Dunnellon, Florida and mailed to:

Kimberly D. Bose, John Peconom, Project Mgr. Jessica Harris, Project Mgr.
Secretary Environmental Biologist OEP Gas Branch 1

888 First Street, NE 888 First Street, NE 888 First Street, NE
Room 1A Washington, DC 20426 ‘Washington, DC 20426
Washington, DC 20426

Copies furnished to: Sabal Trail Transmission

Gus McLachlan Kitty Maidens Bruce Harris, Esq.
Environmental Manager Right-of-Way Manager Harris, Harris, Bauerle,
2701 N. Rocky Point Dr. 400 Colonial Center Pkwy Sharma

Suite 1050 Suite 300 1201 E. Robinson St.
Tampa, FL 33607 Lake Mary FL 34471 Orlando, FL 32801

Re:  Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC/Sabal Trail Pipeline
Mary Carolyn Galloway and Canaan Ranch

To:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission:

This is a request for FERC to intervene and make a decision on the proposed route on Mary Carolyn
Galloway/Canaan Ranch.

The Canaan Ranch is identified as Tax ID No: 32-08-16-0000-0001-0000 and 33-08-16-0000-0001-
0000 and Sabal Trail Parcels FL-GI-042.005 and GWA-FFL-FI-096.000 in Gilchrist County, Florida.
A route request was made in Docket PF 14-1 submission ID No: 465608 and submission ID No:
465610. Mary Galloway subsequently moved to intervene in Docket CP15-17-0000 and requested
relocation of the route for environmental reasons on June 26, 2015. Sabal Trail responded on July
22,2015. Thisis aresponse to Sabal’s reply and by further response a request for FERC to intervene
and approve our line adjustment on the same land owner and thus not a re-route.

CO3-1 | Representatives from Canaan Ranch met with Sabal Transmission personnel on May 6, 2014 to
suggest the line adjustment depicted on Exhibit “A”. The request is to follow the power line
colocating until the property lines of Canaan Ranch. Then follow the property line of CanaanRanch,
staying on Canaan Ranch property until reaching another power line where Sabal could co-locate
along the course of the power line without impacting the property owner to the south where a tall
game fence is located. Sabal rejected our request.

723 E FT.KING ST. SATELLITE OFFICE 1323 S.E. THIRD AVE. 2627 MISSION ST., SUITE 1

OCALA, FLORIDA 34471 3200 TAMIAMI TR. N, STE. 200 FI. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33316 SAN MARINO, CALIFORNIA 91106
(352) 732-3915 NAPLES, FLORIDA 34103 (954) 522.9441 (626) 799-05%0

FAX (352) 351-16%0 (800) 527-3445 FAX (954) 522-2076

(800) 527-3445

CO3-1

We reviewed the additional information provided by the commentors and
conclude that the proposed variation would be longer and affect more trees
within the wooded area crossed by the propose route. In addition, prescribed
burns are typically allowed if coordinated with the pipeline operator. As a
result, we conclude that the commentor’s recommended route variation would
not provide a significant environmental advantage over Sabal Trail’s proposed
route.

Company and Organization Comments
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

CO3-1
(cont’d)

The proposed realignment has fewer property owners and by locating along, rather than through,
existing fence lines is safer and easier to locate after construction. Our proposed alignment allows
for much easier access to pipeline for operations and also has an existing fence on the south side of
the right of way to protect the pipeline.

Sabal Trail contends that this would add 1800 feet of pipe and three pipe line bends. This is not a
reason for denial as many environmentally sensitive lands have been re-routed, not just merely
realigned, to protect environmentally sensitive lands. How many miles of pipe were added to get
to Compressor Station 6 along SR 200 in Marion County to avoid encroaching on land owned by the
State of Florida in Marion County?

Canaan Ranch is one of the largest privately held Long Leaf Pine Wiregrass tracts in Peninsular
Florida. The property represents a Tier 1 Project for the Florida Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services Rural and Family Lands Protection Program 2015 Approved Project Priority List
(Exhibit “B™). The proposed Greenfield crossing will not only impact the immediate vicinity of the
proposed pipeline route, but also affect hundreds of adjoining acres of protected growth by
preventing necessary control burns required to maintain this rich, natural habitat.

The property contains incredible native understory that has never been plowed. This rare habitat
supports a host of unique and endangered flora and fauna that cannot be found anywhere else. The
property is a massive recharge zone for several critical springs and has received accreditations from
the Safe Harbor Program, Tree Farm FFS, Florida Forever Program and “Bell Ridge Project”. The
State of Florida has Canaan Ranch designated as an Essential Remaining Property to be purchased.
Attached as Exhibit “C” is a composite exhibit detailing this extraordinary property.

We ask and respectfully request FERC to make the decision to approve our proposed realignment
with their autherity. We ask FERC to approve the route on our property that we have submitted as
ereby disapproving the current route depicted in the preliminary EIS for the

Joseph M. Hanratty
JMH/vs
Enclosures

Company and Organization Comments
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

e

Yellow Line = Suggested lower impact alignment - see Imu!urm

White Line = ST proposed Greenfield reroute, which is unacceptable.
Red Green Line = ST original mainline ROW, which is co I

Galloway request to relocate the current proposed pipeline right of way for Historic and Environmental issues

&
~
oC

Fe A
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

Rural and Family Lands Protection Program (RFLPP)

Florida Department of Agriculture
and Consumer Services

2015 Approved Project Priority List

_Tler A Projacts (8) _ | Her 2ohe . Re 3 projestolss)
Adams Ranch Corona Ranch Bucket Creek Preserve
Albritton’s Hart Pasture C&G Cattle Company Crooked Creek Ranch
Buck Isiand Ranch Clemons Osk Creek Curren Dairy
Camp Lenesome Corbin Farms Four Star Timber
Canaan Ranch Donaldson Tract Geraci King Ranch
Candy Bar Ranch Dry Creek Plantation Grover Rivers Farm
Cannon Family Farm Faunits Hardee Trust Hiers Farm
Carlton UHC Ranch Flatwoods JA Cattle
Charlie Creek Cattle Co. G-3 Ranch Jordan Ranch
Clark Cattle & Citrus J Campbell Family Lands K-Rocker
Clay Ranch Kuder Ranch River Property
Coastal Hdwtrs Longleaf Lewis Friend Farms Ranch Tater Farms
Darrob Property Natural Bridge Creek Tree-O Groves
Double Bar C Ranch Powers Property Uncle Matts
Fussell Farms OTC Rocking Bar W Ranch Zinn Farm
Heart Bar Ranch Ruff Diamond
JB Ranch Russakis Ranch K1
Kilbee Ranch Ryals Citrus and Cattle
Lake Hatchineha Ranch Squirrel Island
Land F: Syfrett Ranch
Ox Creek Ranch
Pelaez & Sons
Perry Smith Family
Phillips/Mathis
Rafter T Ranch
Rainey Pastare
Rod Plantation
Sampals Lake Ranch
Smith Family Phase II
SY Hartt
Todd Cl Unit One
Triple S Ranch
Tyree Trust
‘Walpole Ranch
Welaka Ranch

Fom

Company and Organization Comments
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

History

= William Manassas Davidson
o Purchased Canaan Ranch in 1944
= 9,000 +/- Acres Originally
= 3,200 + Acres Today
= Canaan Ranch is currently under its 4t
generation of family ownership.

0-86
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

_ Legacy of Management & Stewardship

= One of the largest
privately held Long
Leaf Pine Wiregrass
Tracts in peninsular
Florida.

» Legacy of long term
management &
stewardship of the
Long Leaf Pine forest.

0-87

Company and Organization Comments



CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

__ Canaan Ranch Reforestation, Habitat
Restoration, and Management Plan

= Over the past 7 years
we have aggressively
addressed a
management plan that
has achieved habitat
restoration and
reforestation of the

entire property.

0-88
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

Canaan Ranch

Critical Water Recharge Zone

= Canaan Ranch is
comprised of
excessively well
drained soils. Creating
a massive water
recharge zone for
several critical springs.

0-92

nization Comments
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

Canaan Ranch Accreditations

= Safe Harbor Program RCW
= Tree Farm FFS

= CARES Recipient

Florida Forever Program “Bell Ridge project”

0-93
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

7 Canaan Ranch Designated by the State for
Acquisition

0-94
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CO3 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO4 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery

FORMAN, HANRATTY, THOMAS & MONTGOMERY
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

FILED www.eminentdomainfl.com
SECRETARY OF THE
COYedS5I0N ) ORIGINAL

October 6, 2015

OZER!

CHARLES R, FORMAN
JOSEPH M. HANRATTY
MICHAEL B. MONTGOMERY*+
'VANESSA THOMAS*

+ Also Licensed in Alabama:
tLicensed alto in Hawail & Calfornia
*0f Conuel

WHOCT I3 A %57

RAL ENERGY _ Reply to: Ocala
REGE\E.?\%ORY COMi4ISSION
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC]
Hand Delivered at October 6, 2015 meeting in Dunnellon, Florida and mailed to:

Kimberly D. Bose, John Peconom, Project Mgr. Jessica Harris, Project Mgr.
Secretary Environmental Biologist OEP Gas Branch 1

888 First Street, NE 888 First Street, NE 888 First Street, NE

Room 1A Washington, DC 20426 Washington, DC 20426
Washington, DC 20426

Copies furnished to: Sabal Trail Transmission

Gus McLachlan Kitty Maidens Bruce Harris, Esq.
Environmental Manager Right-of-Way Manager Harris, Harris, Bauerle,
2701 N. Rocky Point Dr. 400 Colonial Center Pkwy Sharma

Suite 1050 Suite 300 1201 E. Robinson St.
Tampa, FL 33607 Lake Mary FL 34471 Orlando, FL 32801

Re:  Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC/Sabal Trail Pipeline
Mary Carolyn Galloway and Canaan Ranch
Letter of Support by: Adjacent Property Owner, George Robinson Living Trust

To: Federal Regulatory Commission:

This is a letter of support regarding the request by Mary Carolyn Galloway/Canaan Ranch’s for
FERC to intervene and make a decision on the proposed route which adversely affects Mary Carolyn
Galloway/Canaan Ranch and The George Robinson Living Trust properties.

The George Robinson Living Trust property is identified as Tax ID No.: 04-09-16-0000-0001-0000
and Sabal Trail Parcel FL-GI-043.005 in Gilchrist County, Florida. A route request was made in
Docket PF 14-1 submission ID No: 465608 and submission ID No: 465610. Mary Galloway
subsequently moved to intervene in Docket CP15-17-000 and requested relocation of the route for
CO4-] | environmental reasons on June 26, 2015. Sabal Trail responded on July 22, 2015. This isa letter
of support of the adjacent landowner requesting FERC to intervene and approve the line adjustment
sought by Mary Galloway as the proposed line adjustment will also remove the harmful and adverse
environmental impacts from the George Robinson Living Trust property on which a residence is

located.
T3 E. FT.KING ST SATELLITE OFFICE 1323 S.E THIRD AVE. 2627 MISSION ST., SUITE 1
FLORIDA 34471 3200 TAMIAMI TR. N, STE. 200 FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33316 SAN ), CALTPORNIA 91106
(352) 732-3915 NAPLES, FLORIDA 34103 (954) 522,941 (626) 7990550
FAX (352) 351-1690 (800) 527-3445 FAX (954) 5222076
{800) 527-3445

CO4-1

See response to comment CO3-1.

Company and Organization Comments
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CO4 — Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

CO4-1
(cont’d)

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
October 6, 2015
Page Two

Sabal Trail’s current line diagonally bisects the George Robinson Living Trust property. The
proposed line adjustment would only require the acquisition of a corner clip of the George Robinson
Living Trust property at its northeast corner and then follow the property line of Canaan Ranch,
staying on Canaan Ranch property until reaching another power line where Sabal could co-locate
along the course of the power line. This proposed adjustment was rejected by Sabal Trails.

The proposed realignment has the support of all affected property owners and by locating along,
rather than through the middle of existing fence lines, is safer and easier to locate after construction.
The proposed line adjustment allows for much easier access to the pipeline for operations and the
existing 11 foot tall wild game fence on the south side of the right of way to protect the pipeline.
This route will not impact the purpose of the wild game fence as the proposed relocation allows
construction limited to an area of the fence that is easier to secure.

We ask and respectfully request FERC to make the decision to approve the proposed realignment
with their authority. We ask FERC to approve the route being proposed by Mary Galloway/Canaan
Ranch which has been submitted as Exhibit “A”, and thereby disapprove the current route depicted
in the preliminary EIS.

Sincerely,

Wuw

Vanessa Thomas
Attorney for George Robinson Living Trust

VT/j

Company and Organization Comments
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CO4 - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery

N QF\S"“’)

FORMAN, HANRATTY, THOMAS & MONTGOMERY CHARLES R. FORMAN
JOSEPH M. HANRATTY
ATTORNEYS AT LAW www.eminentdomainfl.com MICHAEL B. MONTGOMERY*+
VANESSA THOMAS*
L) ORIGINAL o
October 6, 2015
Reply to: Ocala
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC]
Hand Delivered at October 6, 2015 meeting in Dunnellon, Florida and mailed to:
Kimberly D. Bose, John Peconom, Project Mgr. Jessica Harris, Project Mgr.
Secretary Environmental! Biologist OEP Gas Branch 1
888 First Street, NE 888 First Street, NE 888 First Street, NE
Room 1A Washington, DC 20426 ‘Washington, DC 20426
‘Washington, DC 20426
Copies furnished to: Sabal Trail Transmission and FDOT District V
Gus McLachlan Kitty Maidens Bruce Harris, Esq.
Environmental Manager Right-of-Way Manager Harris, Harris, Bauerle,
2701 N. Rocky Point Dr. 400 Colonial Center Pkwy Sharma
Suite 1050 Suite 300 1201 E. Robinson St.
Tampa, FL 33607 Lake Mary FL 34471 Orlando, FL 32801
el

Jack Adkins, Right of Way Administrator
State of Florida Department of Transportation

139038

=
Ll
8 o
719 South Woodland Blvd. R =
DeLand, FL 32720 S 53
=0
Re:  Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC/Sabal Trail Pipeline > :;
Arbor Springs Properties and Arbor Springs Development "ﬁ m
w

To:  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and Florida Department of Trans‘fmrtatian:

(] Arbor Springs Properties and Arbor Springs Development, Marion County ID 40848-
000001, 40754-000-00 and other related properties are abutting property owners along SR
200 in Marion County approaching Compressor Station #6.

(] The property is located on Appendix B-186 in Volume I of PEIS (Preliminary Environmental
Impact Statement) between 391 R and 392 R (Exhibit A).

(] The proposed route locates the pipeline in right of way for SR 200 acquired from this
property by Final Judgment in 2002. The property was identified as Parcel 115 “C” in the
attached Exhibit “B”.

723 E. FT. KING ST. SATELLITE OFFICE 1323 S.E THIRD AVE. 2627 MISSION ST., SUITE |

OCALA, FLORIDA 34471 3200 TAMIAMI TR. N., STE. 200 FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33316 SAN MARINO, CALIFORNIA 91106
(352) 732-3915 NAPLES, FLORIDA 34103 (954) 522.9441 (626) 7990550

FAX (352) 351-1690 (800) 527-3445 FAX (954) 522-2076

(800) 5273445
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

CO5-1

C05-2 ‘ °

CO5-3 ‘ °

The Final Judgment attached as Exhibit B specifically provided that it was based upon the
current construction plans and specifications dated June 5, 2000 for the SR 200
reconstruction.

These plans were drawn back when FDOT was going metric. Attached as Exhibit C is a
sheet of the construction plans attached to Exhibit B the Final Judgment.

In the area along the SR right of way taken from Arbor Springs’ predecessor in 2002, the SR
200 row width is 214.83 feet. The area between the shoulder of the road and the remainder
of the Arbor Springs property line adjacent to the SR 200 row line in 59.05 feet.

The Arbor Springs property is developed with the Bel-Lago Hamlet Residential Subdivision.
A community comprised of 18 acre farmsteads for a total of 120 units. The single gated
entrance for this community requires all residents and their guests to cross the pipeline.
Upon full development this could be upwards to 3,000 cars a day. Composite Exhibit D is
Bel Lago.

Arbor Springs primary argument with the pipeline located in the FDOT right of way is that
it is contrary to the terms and conditions of the Final Judgment attached hereto as Exhibit B.
Nowhere in the plans drawn in 2000 for SR 200 along the Arbor Springs frontage is there a
50 foot easement containing a 36" pipeline.

‘While there may be additional defendants, should the pipeline actually be constructed in the
SR 200 right of way, FDOT would be violating the terms and conditions of the court’s order
attached as Exhibit B.

Besides the violation of the Terms and Conditions of Exhibit B, does it make sense to
shoehorn a LP gas pipeline in a right of way corridor that was not designed for one?

Arbor Springs supports the original design that went along the western boundary of the Bel
Lago Hamlet.

For information on the Bel Largo community, please see www.bellago.com

N

oseph M. Hanratty
Attorney for Arbor Springs Properties and Arbor Springs Development
JMH/vs
Enclosures

CO5-1

CO5-2
CO5-3

As discussed in section 3.9, Sabal Trail must obtain easements from
landowners to construct and operate natural gas facilities. However, the FERC
does not become directly involved in negotiations between applicants and
affected landowners.

Natural gas pipelines are often located adjacent to roadways.

We reviewed the information provided and conclude that routing the Mainline
onto the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve would impact sensitive species and
habitats in the preserve. As a result, the route variation recommended by the
commentor would not offer a significant environmental advantage over Sabal
Trail’s proposal which, as indicated in the docket for this proceeding, was
developed in consultation with the FDEP and Florida Audubon. We also note
that Sabal Trail’s proposal would have limited impact on Bel Lago Hamlet as
the pipeline would be located in FDOT right-of-way and be installed via bore
beneath the Bel Lago Hamlet entrance road, which would maintain access to
the community during construction.

Company and Organization Comments
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

B-186

B A
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

" NoChgCivig =~ = ®

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTH
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR MARION
COUNTY, FLORIDA

CIVIL ACTION 02197.CA-G

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION,

Petitioner,

gaid

v. PARCEL 115 T

THEODORE M. SELDIN, ETC., A

etal.

Respondents

/

STIPULATED FINAL JUDGMENT

THIS CAUSE having come on for consideration upon the Joint Motion for Entry of
Final Judgment made by the Petitioner, STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, and the Respondént. THEODORE M. SELDIN, TRUSTEE, and it
appearing that the parties are authorized to enter into such Motion, and the Court finding that
the compensation to be paid by the Petitioner is full, just and reasonable for all parties
concerned, and the Court being fully advised in the premises, it is now, therefore,

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED

That the Court has jurisdiction of this action, of the subject property, and of the parties
in this cause pursuant to Chapters 73 and 74 of the Florida Statutes; that the plefxdings in this

cause are sufficient; that the Petitioner is propetly exercising its delegated authority in that the
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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condemnation of Parcel 115 is for a valid purpose, and is necessary for such purpose. It is
further

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED

That the Motion for Entry of .this Stipulated Final Judgment is- approved and
incorporated by reference in this Order. It is further

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED

That Respondent, THEODORE M. SELDIN, does have and recover of and from the
Petitioner, STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, the sum of
ONE HUNDRED NINETY-SIX THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS ($196,500) in
full payment for the property taken designated as Parcel 115 and for all other damages of any
nature, and it is

ORDERED AND DIRECTED

That Charles R. Forman, Esquire of Forman, Hanratty & Montgomery, Attorney for
Respondent, THEODORE M. SELDIN, TRUSTEE, shall receive a reasonable attorney’s fee
in the amount of TWELVE THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED EIGHTY-ONE THOUSAND
AND 25/100THS DOLLARS ($12,481.25) and expert fees in the amount of TWENTY-ONE
THOUSAND EIGHTEEN AND 75/100THS DOLLARS ($21,018.75). It is further

ORDERED AND DIRECTED

That within thirty (30) days of the date of receipt of a conformed copy of
this Stipulated Final Judgment, the Petitioner, STATE OF FLORIDA

FILE: 2002061821 . 2
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, shall deposit into the Registry of
this Court the sum of EIGHTY.-TWO THOUSAND FOUR HUNDRED
DOLLARS ($82,400), having previously deposited ONE HUNDRED FORTY-
SEVEN THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED DOLLARS ($147,600) pursuant to the
Order of Taking dated March 25, 2002; and it is further

ORDERED AND DIRECTED

That title to the property designated as Parcel 115, and as fully described
in Exhibit “A,” attached hereto and incorporated by reference, which vested in
the Petitioner pursuant to the Order of Taking and deposit of money heretofore
made, is approved, ratified and confirmed, SUBJECT to the following
reservation to Respondent. Said reservation to run with the land in Miw:

After the Petitioner has completed and finalized construction of

a Water Retention Pond and the piping and drainage into the

Pond on Parcel 115, the Respondent is hereby granted the right

to modify, enlarge or relocate the water retention area, hereinafter

described as “WRA”, and the piping and drainage, hereinafter

described as “PD”, subject to the following conditions and
restrictions:

1) Prior to altering the WRA or PD, the Respondent shall
provide the Petitioner with the following described items and
the Petitioner has the right to inspect and approve said items,
it being understood that its approval shall not unreasonably
be withheld, nor shall Petitioner seek any monetary
compensation for allowing the alteration or relocation of the
WRA and/or PD:

a. Provide to the maintenance engineer for the Petitioner

3
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FILE: 2002081821

any and all construction plans for said work for
Petitioner’s review and approval. Petitioner’s review of
the plans shall be limited to the adequacy and
sufficiency, as determined by Petitioner’s Design
Standards, of the altered WRA and PD, and related
drainage structures to serve their intended purpose.
The Petitioner’s approval shall not be unreasonably
withheld.

. The Respondent shall pay any and all costs necessary

to complete the construction of the WRA and PD
alteration, obtain all necessary permits to petform such
alteration, and maintain the altered facilities so that
said facilities shall function as designed and be in
compliance with all permits.

The Respondent shall also provide the Petitioner for
review and approval the following items:

i. A boundary survey performed and certified in
accordance with the requirements of law.

ii. Evidence of title showing fee simple ownership
in a form acceptable to the Petitioner which
shows marketable title in the entity signing the
deed, free and clear of any and all liens or
encumbrances of any nature, kind or
description.

fii. Such other documents as may be reasonably
reasonably required in a standard real estate
transaction. .

. The Petitioner shall have the right to enter upon and

inspect the property described in the proposed deed
prior to accepting the deed to verify that it is in
acceptable condition and to require that the
Respondent perform any tests, at its own visible
defects that could impair the intended use of the

OR BOOK/PAGE 0317411172
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

1t is further

property or subject the Petitioner to potential liability

2. After all of the foregoing approvals have been granted by the
Petitioner, and after completion of the construction of the
Respondent’s alteration of the WRA and PD, Respondent,
or its successors in title, shall execute a warranty deed in a
form acceptable to the Petitioner, for all lands necessary for
the Petitioner to operate and maintain the improvements.
The description of the land to be conveyed shall be in
accordance with the construction plans and legal descriptions
submitted and approved by Petitioner.

3. Petitioner shall simultaneously execute to Respondent or
their successors in title a quitclaim deed to any lands no
longer needed for the WRA and PD by virtue of its total or
partial relocation.

ORDERED AND DIRECTED

That this Stipulated Final Judgment is based upon the current construction plans and
specifications (Sheets 32 through 34, dated June 5, 2000) for the State Road 200
reconstruction, which are hereby incorporated by reference. Petitioner shall modify said plans
to include a full median cut at station 120 + 20. It is further

ORDERED AND DIRECTED

That the Clerk of the Coutt pay to FORMAN, HANRATTY & MONTGOMERY

TRUST ACCOUNT, P.O. Box 159, Ocala, Florida, 344780159, as attorney for the

FILE: 2002061821
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

Respondent, the aforesaid sums totaling TWO HUNDRED THIRTY THOUSAND
DOLLARS ($230,000), for proper distribution as herein above set forth, SUBJECT to the

interests of the parties of record having an interest in the subject property, iricluding without

limitation, real property taxes. It is further
ORDERED AND DIRECTED

That the Court shall retain jurisdiction over this cause to enforce the terms of this

Stipulated Final Judgment.
DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers at Ocala, Marion County, Florida, thl&[

_ﬁ% dp %

}A SINGBUSH
it Judge
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished

by U.S. Mail to the attached list of addressees by U.S. Mail, thlsé{day of _‘nd% s

2002.

Judicial Assistant

FILE: 2002081821
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

OINT (6)

The parties by and through their undersigned attorneys respectfully move for the entry
of the foregoing Stipulated Final Judgment.

e ot K Do

Ralgh P ouglas Charles R, Forman .

Fla. 8« No. 020230 Fla. Bar No. 229253

719 S. Woodland Blvd. Post Office Box 159

Deland, FL 32720 Qcala, FL 34478

(386) 943-5501 (352) 732-3915

Attorney for Petitioner, Attorney for Respondent, THEODORE
STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT M. SELDIN, TRUSTEE

OF TRANSPORTATION

Dated: {i/ ! ’}l/ €72~ Dated: ___S/20/02.

Geo . tt

Florida Department of Transportation
719 S. Woodland Blvd.

Deland, FL 32720

(386) 943-5029

Right of Way Manager

Daed: _S/17/62
7 7
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

F.P. No. 238651 1 I

SECTION 36100 S.R. 200 MARION CO. DESCRIPTION

FEE SIMPLE - RIGHT OF WAY
FEE SIMPLE - WATER RETENTION AREA

PARCEL NO. 115
THAT PART OF:

The south 1/2 of the SW 1/4 of Section 17, Township 17
South, Range 20 East, Marion County, Florida, 1lying
Easterly of State Road No. 200.

BEING a portion of lands described and recorded in
Official Records Book 1499, page 1230, Public Records
of Marion County, Florida,

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PART A)
WATER RETENTION AREA RIGHT (SOUTHEAST) STATION 25+00 (%)

COMMENCE AT A 4 INCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 20
EAST, MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA, AS SHOWN ON THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY MAP, SECTION 36100-2502; THENCE
SOUTH 89°51'50" EAST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 17, A
DISTANCE OF 170.200 METERS (558.40 FEET) TO A POINT ON THE
CENTERLINE OF SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 200, AS SHOWN ON SAID RIGHT-.
OF-WAY MAP; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH LINE, NORTH 42°01'25"
EAST ALONG SAID SURVEY LINE, 137.071 METERS (449.71 FEET);
THENCE DEPARTING SAID SURVEY LINE, SOUTH 89°51'1Q" EAST, 20.468
METERS  (67.15 FEET) TO A 'POINT AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE
EXISTING SOQUTHEASTERLY RIGHT~OF-WAY LINE OF SAID STATE ROAD 200,
WITH NORTH THE LINE OF A 295 FOOT WIDE FLORIDA POWER EASEMENT AS
DESCRIBED AND RECORDED IN OFFICIAL RECORDS BOOK 228, PAGES 685~
689, PUBLIC RECORDS OF MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA, SAID POINT LYING
15.240 METERS (50.00 FEET) SOUTHEASTERLY OF AS MEASURED
PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SURVEY LINE, FOR THE POINT OF BEGINNING;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, CONTINUE SOUTH
89°51'10" EAST, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, 312.064 METERS (1023.83
FEET); THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH LINE, NORTH 00°08°'50" EAST,
183.710 METERS (602.72 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 42°01'25" WEST,
PARALLEL WITH SAID SURVEY LINE, 74.279 METERS (243.70 FEET);
THENCE NORTH 89°51'10" WEST, PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH LINE OF SAID
FLORIDA POWER EASEMENT, 147.368- METERS (483.49 FEET) TO THE
EXISTING SOUTHEASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID STATE ROAD 200;
: THENCE SOUTH 42°01'25" WEST, ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, "

-

i
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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{
F.P. No, _238651 1 ’SECTION 36100 S.R. 200 )QEGN €o. DESCRIPTION

FEE SIMPLE - RIGHT OF WAY
FEE SIMPLE - WATER RETENTION AREA

PARCEL NO. 115 ~ CONT.

PARALLEL WITH SAID SURVEY LINE, 172.448 METERS (565.77 FEET) TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 3.4051 HECTARES (8.;14 ACRES), MORE OR LESS.

AND PART B)

The NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 AND the NW 1/4 of the SE 1/4
AND the SW 1/4 of the NE 1/4, ALL in Section 17,
Township 17 South, Range 20 East, Marion County,
Florida, lying Easterly of State Road No. 200. )

BEING a portion of lands described and recorded in
Official Records Book 1499, page 1230, AND Official
Records Book 1347, page 1036, Public Records of Marion
County, Florida,

COMMENCE AT A 4 INCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 17
SOUTH, RANGE 20 EAST, MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA, AS SHOWN ON THE
-FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY MAP, SECTION
36100-2502; THENCE SOUTH 00°04'10" WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF
THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SAID SECTION 17, A DISTANCE OF 105.814
METERS (347.16 FEET) TO A POINT ON THE CENTERLINE OF SURVEY OF
STATE ROAD 200, AS SHOWN ON SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY MAP; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID WEST LINE, SOUTH 42°01'25" WEST ALONG SAID SURVEY
LINE, 175.136 METERS (574.59 FEET); THENCE DEPARTING SAID SURVEY
LINE, SOUTH 47°58'35" EAST, 15.240 METERS (50.00 FEET) TQO A POINT
ON THE EXISTING SOUTHEASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID STATE

" ROAD 200, SAID POINT LYING 15.240 METERS (50.00 FEET)

SOUTHEASTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SURVEY LINE,
FOR THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EXISTING
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, CONTINUE SOUTH 47°58'35" EAST, 6.000 METERS
(19.69 FEET) TO A POINT LYING 21.240 METERS (69.69 FEET)
SOUTHEASTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SURVEY LINE;
THENCE NORTH 42°01'25" EAST, PARALLEL WITH SAID SURVEY LINE,
640.000 METERS (2099.73 FEET); THENCE NORTH 47°58'35" WEST, 6.000
METERS (19.69 FEET) TO A POINT ON SAID EXISTING SOUTHEASTERLY
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, SAID POINT LYING 15.240 METERS (50.00 FEET)
SOUTHEASTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SURVEY LINE;

THENCE SOUTH 42°01'25" WEST, ALONG SAID EXISTING SOUTHEASTERLY

FILE: 2002081821 :
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COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)
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F.P. No. 238651 1 &ECTIQN 36100 S.R. 200 )&ON Co. DESCRIPTION

FEE SIMPLE - RIGHT OF WAY
FEE SIMPLE ~ WATER RETENTION AREA

PARCEL NO. 115 - CONT. .

RIGHT~OF~WAY LINE, 640.000 METERS (2099.73 FEET) ‘TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING. -

CONTAINING 0.3840 HECTARES (0.949 ACRES), MORE OR LESS.
AND PART C)

THAT PART OF:

The South 3/4 of the West 1/2, and the SW 1/4 of NE

1/4, and the SE 1/4 of Section 8, Township 17 South,
Range 20 East.

AND

The North 1/2 of NW 1/4, and the NE 1/4 lying North
and West of State Road No. 200, in Section 17,
Township 17 South, Range 20 East. :

Being the lands described and recorded in Official
Records Book 1480, pages 508 and 510, Public Records.
of Marion County, Florida.

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCE AT A 4 INCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 17
SOUTH, RANGE 20 EAST, MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA, AS SHOWN ON THE
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY MAP, SECTION
36100-2502; THENCE SOUTH 89°59'13" EAST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF
THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SAID SECTION -17, A DISTANCE OF 33.673
METERS (110.48 FEET) TO A POINT LYING 45.720 METERS (150.00
FEET) NORTHWESTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO THE
CENTERLINE OF SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 200, AS SHOWN ON SAID RIGHT-
OF-WAY MAP, FOR THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH
89°59'13" EAST, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, 41.022 METERS (134.58
FEET) TO A POINT ON .THE EXISTING NORTHWESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE
OF SAID STATE ROAD 200, SAID POINT LYING 15.240 METERS (50.00
FEET) NORTHWESTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SURVEY
LINE; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH LINE, NORTH 42°01'25" EAST,
ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND PARALLEL WITH SAID SURVEY LINE,
778.216 METERS (2553.20 FEET) TO A POINT OF INTERSECTION IN SAID

FILE: 2002061821
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+ F.P. No. 238651 1 ’ECTIGN 36100 S.R. 200 MAN Co. DESCRIPTION

FEE SIMPLE - RIGHT OF WAY
FEE SIMPLE - WATER RETENTION AREA

PARCEL NO. 115 - CONT.

RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE; THENCE CONTINUE °~ ALONG ~ SAID EXISTING
NORTHWESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, NORTH 42°02'24" EAST, PARALLEL
WITH SAID SURVEY LINE, 314.685 METERS (1032.43 FEET), TO A POINT
ON THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 17, SAID POINT LYING 15.240
METERS (50.00 FEET) NORTHWESTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR
TO SAID SURVEY LINE; THENCE NORTH 00°05'20" EAST, ALONG LAST SAID
EAST LINE, 6.355 METERS (20.85 FEET), TO AR 4 INCH BY 4 INCH
CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION
17; THENCE NORTH 00°07'47" EAST, ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SECTION
8, TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 20 EAST, OF SAID COUNTY, 39.271
METERS (128.84 FEET), TO A POINT LYING 45.720 METERS (150.00
FEET) NORTHWESTERLY OF AS MEASURED PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SURVEY
LINE; THENCE SOUTH 42°02'24™ WEST, PARALLEL WITH SAID SURVEY
LINE, 348.641 METERS (1143.83 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 42°01'25" WEST,
PARALLEL WITH SAID SURVEY LINE, 805.674 METERS (2643.28 FEET) TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 3.4248 HECTARES. (8.463 ACRES), MORE OR LESS.

AND CONTAINING IN THE AGGREGATE, 7.2139 HECTARES (17.826 ACRES),
MORE. OR LESS.

FILE: 2002061821
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SERVICE LIST

DOT v. THEODORE M. SELDIN, ETC,, ET AL.

PARCELS 103 AND 115

Ralph Paul Douglas

Eminent Domain Attorney

State of Florida Department of
Transportation

719 S. Woodland Boulevard

DeLand, FL 32720

Theodore M. Seldin, Trustee

c/o Charles R. Forman, Esq.
Forman, Hanratty & Montgomery
P.O. Box 159

Ocala, FL 34478-0159

Farm Credit of North Florida, ACA
c/0 J. Charles Thompson, President
12300 N.W. U.S. Highway 441
Alachua, FL 32615

Benjamin H. Ayres, Esq.

Landt, Wiechens, LaPeer & Ayres
445 N.E. 8* Avenue

Ocala, FL 34470

FILE: 2002061821
OR BOOKPAGE 03174/1180

Company and Organization Comments



oL’

couranenTs o colfer rLas ser ® STATE OF FLORIDA -
SO Vo s e DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 7
= SaESILLEN, % weSTINE
CONTRACT PLANS \ ) 0T s
FINANCIAL PROJECT 1D 238651~1-52-0I . s
s e wex soneuss o e STATE PROJECT NO. 36/00-3524  (FEDERAL FUNDS)
U AR

MARION COUNTY
STATE ROAD NO. 200

COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

INDEX OF ROADWAY PLANS (FROM CITRUS COUNTY LINE TO CR 484) 3 )1. e
uju wly
SHEET WO. SHEET DESCRIPTION
=g 16 \ H WEST PaLy BEACH
! == | 0 cat ”—
&3
o (554 i o FT. LADSROAE
P . - 155 - 1
= e,
o N " STATIN EQUATION: g
iz s .
] - || WS
H ' & || iR il
LA ol - an =R T
e ar o o rss oo s s
= TALEN X - TEs e i, 0. £
= Sl LTl el e P ERFEE 5w
o246 T =S 3
= T /R - tner Wiy
o) G eniows. sumi 4 s, e
et e 3670 WAGINRE BOULEVARD, SUFTE 300
= ERIYEs 0 o S
- oy %
352-353 .J..vff = VEADOR M0, VF -53Z585455-00
Ny,
TO IWVERRESS JOTE: THE SCALE OF THESE. PLARS M
Tes \ 5 o i s mcm::.,;_\
EHERNG STAMDARGS & SEECECATIONS: 5 KIDMETERS _?mm 1l
wn e eI - < sman PHASE, 000
R K R — & JUNE
- _.n
CONSTRUCTIN CATED 2000, «
AS AUENCED 8r CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.
LENGTH OF PROJECT IS BASED ON CENTERUINE OF CONSTRUCTION NOTE: THIS IS A METRIC UNIT PROJECT
T S e GTH__OF _PROJECT - TRER -
Bevsoss. H RE mﬁ_ STE C—
_
FOOT PROJECT MANAGER : AKZEE R. CLEVELANO
———— - -

O-115

Company and Organization Comments




COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

I 2/
, i 20
= , !
L) ; | , , »
B i | ~ | | L]
PROPOSED | GRADE I 1 | T
d 1 p : "
i |
| | g e e e e e | i %
] rq..u;lil ...... . e ——— ; L S ERSTI TR
s e — i 5 R ~CR o O N s D = et 5
T T T +0.0506%
" T [ i “
e SPECHALDOUBLE - = -
A o an | | SCALE 5000 HORIZ.
5 s | i | | oo VERT. 5
] = s 12000 ’ B 2100 o5 % L 122400 & = s 12300
, T T | | i
uuuuuuu re—
B ﬁﬁl prp—" _ TATE R0 00
: [ [ I L STA _/I5+50 TO STh /23+00
.

Company and Organization Comments



COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

Company and Organization Comments

FILE: 2002081821 |
OR BOGKIPAGE 031741 185

44.000

1.6.60 9.0

E)
L]
'3
”
&
5
" —d i
El | o~ : -

T w 25400 Ea o \*m km_von o -

: STATE ROAD 200

.hﬂxuﬂ‘i
e e aton. e = B PLAN AND PROFILE
TR STA 123+00 TO STA 126+50

i~ i

/€ Feosamay PRGN dgn 0470313000 11:16:28 AN

0-117




COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

UUHULT VLS UL US+5E VIS _ [ — e
ey B e I — | | 1 7 ]
002_Qvoy FUVIS : | : HSH — ,.u L 7 = e - mwn Ty raveal
ooz 5 = - codsz s o o oodeer s o | |
¢ 3 : =
7R S P f W _ m _ , _ = -
! ]
< - H i i i s a
5 m = i : : I GED “n,t. i wowm A 0¥ %
+ e -
Zald_bsol A i N =g I o
pr T T i = T | i ,b & : \Llwmtos. 1 I -3ald 050
= , i TR : | [ 28 ! , 4 “
E] [ . T i T T =
—_— 5 T — i N —- " o [I— ]
R = e = e <
~ | | I -1 e ,:Eu.n_l\ [N e I sty i [T ER|
1 ZoE0a | N T T H H i
| ./n?a o | | «/g_uﬁﬁn ! | | | i 7 Tom o _

(et
. N
“ow Odd 3ivis | ov “roud 38 ) . 2 W/ N

= i
. h‘k—J&-mmt
—
.

O-118

Company and Organization Comments




COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

41,000

a4 .83 &

B N60 7.8

30.480

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

Il

i

I

|

4
|
|

|
|
|
|
|
e
|elealsdls
L |
G548 meters

Eit :
Wiy |
g

3

B

iy

8 la [z |a

Company and Organization Comments




COS - Forman, Hanratty, Thomas & Montgomery (cont’d)

S.u.l.w:i-..ﬂu?;) gggg
Marion County Property Appraiser Last Updated: 9/28/2015

DISCLAIMER: This Is a work In progress. This application was complled by the Maron County Property Appraiser's Office solely for the governmental purposs of
_|=Saa property assessment. These are NOT surveys. Our goal is to provide the most accurate data availabls, however, no warranties, expressed or implied are provided
with this data, its use, or interpretation. All information subject 1o change without natice. Use at your own risk.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO6 — Dutch Bend LLC

Dutch Bend LLC
2544 Willow Point Road
Alexander City, AL 3501C

October 14, 2015

Via Electronic Filing

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20428

RE: Comments for the Southeast Market Pipelines Project

Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC Docket Nos. PF14-1-000
Florida Southeast Connection, LLC PF14-2-000
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC PF14-6-000

Dear Secretary Bose:

Dutch Bend LLC submits the attached comments on the draft enviranmental impact
statement for the above-referenced projects. Dutch Bend believes that its concerns
expressed in comments on the scoping of the environmental impact statement have not
been adequalely addressed in the draft EIS by any of the applicants or by FERC. Only
cursory mention of these concerns was made public by the applicants and no references
to any scientific or analytical studies were cited.

Very truly yours,

;{éue ,é) ’ijﬂ.i/\w\j

Steve R. Forghand
Manager
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CO6 — Dutch Bend LLC (cont’d)
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CO6-2

CO6-3
CO6-4

CO6-5

CO6-6

CO6-7
CO6-8
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DOCUMENT SUBMITTED BY
DUTCH BEND LLC
IN CONNECTION WITH
THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE
SOUTHEAST MARKET PIPELINES PROJECT
FERC DOCKETS BELOW

Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC
Florida Scutheast Connection, LLC
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC

Resource Area — Water Resources

Sabal Trail Project

The Sabal Trail Project propeses to cross two hedies of water near Lake Martin in Alabama.
One of these waters, Hillabee Creek, is a major tributary to the Tallapoosa River. The other
water crossing is the Tallapoosa River itself. Dutch Bend LLC requests that FERC require
modeling to predict the environmental impact of the following issues:

« What is the impact of natural gas leaks in these water crossings and the consequential

impact on the integrity of the drinking water of the City of Alexander City and the Central

Elmore Water Authority?

« How would natural gas leaks pollute the water and how far would the pollution plume
travel downstream?

» How would natural gas in the water impact aquatic life in these waters?

« Hillabee Creek has a fragile population of Redeye Bass. These bass only live in swift
meving streams and are not prevalent in the Tallapeosa River beyond the mouth of
Hillabee Creek. How will the Sabal Trail project impact the Redeye Bass population?
This species is also sensitive to siltation caused by erosion of ground disturbances.
How will Sabal Trail menitor such siltation and its impact on the Redeye Bass? Dutch
Bend LLC understands that the crossings themselves will be underground but the
adjacent excavation will be above ground with great potential for sediment run-off.

» How would Sabal Trail notify and protect the public in the event of natural gas leaks in
the water?

+ What is the economic impact on property values from natural gas leaks in the water?

»  What is the economic impact on recreation on adjacent property as a result of natural
gas leaks?

Docket Nos. PF14-1-000
PF14-2-000¢
PF14-6-000

CO6-1

CO6-2

CO6-3

CO6-4

CO6-5
CO6-6

CO6-7

CO6-8

Each Applicant has developed plans to minimize the potential for and address any
spill or release of hazardous materials during construction, which are included in
Appendix I and discussed in section 3.3.2.4 of the EIS. As noted in section
3.3.2.2, no potable water intakes are located within 3 miles of the SMP Project;
therefore, we conclude that the project would not impact any drinking water
supplies obtained from surface waters. In addition, unlike a release of crude oil or
refined product, a natural gas leak would quickly dissipate to the atmosphere and
not contaminate subsurface media.

See response to comment CO6-1. The distance gas would travel downstream
would be on the order of feet, depending on the velocity and depth of the
waterbody where a release occurs.

Section 3.7.2.10 has been added to the EIS to analyze potential natural gas leak
impacts on aquatic species.

As stated in section 3.7.2.8, Sabal Trail would cross Hillabee Creek and the
Tallapoosa River using the HDD method, which would avoid direct impacts on
these waterbodies. Implementation of the soil erosion control and restoration
measures discussed throughout the EIS would further minimize or avoid impacts
on these waterbodies and fisheries.

See the response to comment CO6-4.

Per DOT requirements, the Applicants would be required to develop emergency
response plans in coordination with state and local officials. These emergency
procedures would provide for adequate means of communication, notification, and
coordination with appropriate fire, police, and other public officials, as well as for
the availability of personnel, equipment, tools, and materials needed to respond to
an emergency.

As discussed in section 3.13, the potential for a natural gas leak to occur from the
proposed facilities is very low. Also, as discussed in section 3.3.2.4, natural gas,
if released, is not water soluble, and would dissipate into the air without affecting
water quality. Therefore, the potential for a natural gas leak to occur in a quantity
large enough to significantly and adversely affect waterbodies, and any associated
aquatic life, recreational opportunities, property values, etc., is very low.

See the response to comment CO6-7.
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CO6 — Dutch Bend LLC (cont’d)
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CO6-9

CO6-10

CO6-11

CO6-12
CO6-13

CO6-14

CO6-15

CO6-16
CO6-17

CO6-18
CO6-19

C06-20
CO6-21

Hillabee Expansion

Transcontinental plans to significantly expand its underground storage of natural gas near the
compression station to be constructed by Sabal Trail. A porticn of this storage project would
cross Hillabee Creek. Dutch Bend LLC requests that FERC require modaling to predict the
environmental impact of the following issues:

What is the impact of natural gas leaks in the Hillabee Creek crossing and the
consequential impact on the integrity of the drinking water of the City of Alexander City
and the Central Elmore Water Authority?

How would natural gas leaks pollute the water and how far would the pollution plume
travel downstream?

How would natural gas in the water impact aguatic life in these waters?

Hillabee Creek has a fragile population of Redeye Bass. These bass only live in swift
moving streams and are not pravalent in the Tallapcosa River beyond the mouth of
Hillabee Creek. How will the Transcentinental projsct impact the Redeye Bass
population? This species is also sensitive to siltation caused by erosion of ground
disturbances. How will Transcentinental monitor such siltation and its impact en the
Redeye Bass? Dutch Bend LLC understands that the crossing itself will be under the
creek but the adjacent excavation will be above ground with great potential for sediment
run-off.

How would Transcontinental notify and protect the public in the event of natural gas
leaks in the water?

What is the economic impact on property values from natural gas leaks in the water?
What is the economic impact on recreation on adjacent property, Hillabes Cresk and
Lake Martin as a result of natural gas leaks?

Resource Area — Safety

For both the Hillabee expansion and the Sabal Trail projects, please address the following

issues:

In the event of a natural gas leak, what kind of rapid response program would be in
place to respond to the leak and to notify the public of any danger?

What are the emergency response capabilities of the local emergency respenders in the
event of a pipeline explosion? Given the amount of natural gas stored underground, an
explosion could be catastrophic.

What is the blast radius of a pipeline explosicn?

How will noise levels of the compressicn station be kept under control?

CO6-9

CO6-10
CO6-11
CO6-12
CO6-13

CO6-14

CO6-15
CO6-16
CO6-17
CO6-18
CO6-19

C0O6-20
CO6-21

Transco is not requesting approval of any underground storage in this
proceeding.

See the response to comment CO6-1.
See the response to comment CO6-2.
See the response to comment CO6-3.

See section 3.7.2 of the EIS for a discussion of potential impacts on fisheries
from the open cut crossing method proposed at Hillabee Creek.

Implementation of the soil erosion control and restoration measures discussed
throughout the EIS would minimize or avoid impacts to these waterbodies and
fisheries.

See the response to comment CO6-6.
See the response to comment CO6-7.
See the response to comment CO6-7.
See the response to comment CO6-6.

Table 3.10.1-5 lists the number and distance to local fire departments, hospitals,
and police/sheriff departments in counties affected by the project. Section
3.13.1 addresses local emergency response, including DOT requirements for
the Applicants to establish and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police,
and public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each
organization that may respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency, and to
coordinate mutual assistance. The Applicants would utilize the emergency
procedures contained in each project emergency response plan, which require
communication with emergency responders on an annual basis. Local contact
phone numbers, external contact information, equipment or resources available
for mobilization, and any specific procedures to be followed for the Applicants
would be incorporated into the emergency response plans prior to
commencement of pipeline operations. The Applicants would also establish a
continuing education program to enable customers, the public, government
officials, and those engaged in excavation activities to recognize a gas pipeline
emergency and report it to appropriate public officials.

The potential impact radius is described in section 3.13.1.

The noise from compressor stations associated with the project would be
controlled through the installation of noise control equipment (such as
acoustically treated buildings, turbine exhaust mufflers, and turbine air intake
silencers). Post-construction noise surveys would verify the effectiveness of
these controls and ensure that the stations meet the FERC noise guideline and
applicable state/local noise limits.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO7 — Lake Martin Resource Association

LAKE
L MARTIN
ool RESOURCE
oy ASSOCIATION

¢ POINT ROAD » ALEXANDER CITY ALABAMA 35010 « 250 329-0835 « FAX 250212 1444

Qctober 14, 2015

Via Electronic Filing

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Requlatory Cammission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Comments for the Southeast Market Pipelines Project

Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC Docket Nos. PF14-1-000
Florida Scutheast Connection, LLC PF14-2-000
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC PF14-6-000

Dear Secretary Bose:

The Lake Martin Resource Association, Inc. ("LMRA”) is a non-prafit corporation
currently comprised of 1,200 members. The Certificate of Incorporation of LMRA
(farmerly known as the Lake Martin Recreation Assaciation, Inc.) stales that its purpose
is:

“To improve and increase the quality and guantity of recreational opportunities on the
water and the land adjacent to the water that makes up the reservoir known as Lake
Martin, the same being situated in East Alabama and in the Counties of Tallapoosa,
Elmare and Coosa. It shal! further be the purpose of this corporation to foster stable
water conditions; improve the fish and stock of fish; organize and engage in recreational
aclivities for people of all ages; improve markings and directions for people who use the
waterway; to aid and develop the stopping of pollution of said water; to work with all
appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to make this Lake a safe place for
fishermen, skiers, boaters, and all other persons who want and wish to use this water
and its adjacent areas far the purpose of recreation and sport.”

LMRA was incorporated in 1970 and has worked for the betterment of Lake Martin since
that time.

“For a Better Lukee Mavtzns Toduy and Toneorros
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CO7 - Lake Martin Resource Association (cont’d)

LMRA respectiully submits the attached comments on the draft environmental impact
statement for the above-referenced project. LMRA believes that its concerns expressed
in comments on the scoping of the environmental impact statement have not been
adequately addressed in the draft EIS by any of the applicants or by FERC. Only cursory
mention of these concems was made public by the applicants and no references to any
scientific or analytical studies were cited.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Steve Forehand,

Legal Officer of LMRA, at {(256) 329-0835.
Very truly yours,
!,
. (jéwe f %Mﬂnﬂ

Steve R. Forehand
Legal Officer

SRF/m¢
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CO7 - Lake Martin Resource Association (cont’d)

CO7-1

CO7-2

CO7-3
CO7-4

CO7-5

20151015-5004 FERC PDF (Unofficial] 10/14/2015 5:04:37 PM

DOCUMENT SUBMITTED BY
LAKE MARTIN RESCURCE ASSOCIATION (LMRA)
IN CONNECTION WITH
THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE
SOUTHEAST MARKET PIPELINES PROJECT
FERC DOCKETS BELOW

Docket Nos. PF14-1-000
PF14-2-000¢
PF14-6-000

Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC
Florida Scutheast Connection, LLC
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC

Resource Area — Water Resources

Sabal Trail Project

The Sabal Trail Project propeses to cross two hedies of water near Lake Martin in Alabama.
One of these waters, Hillabee Creek, is a major tributary to the Tallapoosa River. The other
water crossing is the Tallapoosa River itself. LMRA requests that FERC require modeling to
predict the environmental impact of the following issues:

»  What is the impact of natural gas leaks in these water crossings and the conssequential
impact on the integrity of the drinking water of the City of Alexander City and the Central
Elmore Water Authority?

« How would natural gas leaks pollute the water and how far would the pollution plume
travel downstream?

» How would natural gas in the water impact aquatic life in these waters?

« Hillabee Creek has a fragile population of Redeye Bass. These bass only live in swift
meving streams and are not prevalent in the Tallapeosa River beyond the mouth of
Hillabee Creek. How will the Sabal Trail project impact the Redeye Bass population?
This species is also sensitive to siltation caused by erosion of ground disturbances.
How will Sabal Trail monitor such siltation and its impact on the Redeye Bass? LMRA
understands that the crossings themselves will be underground but the adjacent
excavation will be above ground with great petential for sediment run-off.

» How would Sabal Trail notify and protect the public in the event of natural gas leaks in
the water?

+ What is the economic impact on property values from natural gas leaks in the water?

» What is the economic impact on recreation on Lake Martin as a result of natural gas
leaks?

» Inthe event of a natural gas leak, what kind of rapid response program weuld be in
place to respond to the leak and to notify the puklic of any danger?

CO7-1
CO7-2
CO7-3
CO7-4
CO7-5
CO7-6
CO7-7
CO7-8
CO7-9

See the response to comment CO6-1.
See the response to comment CO6-2.
See the response to comment CO6-3.
See the response to comment CO6-4.
See the response to comment CO6-4.
See the response to comment CO6-6.
See the response to comment CO6-7.
See the response to comment CO6-7.

See the response to comment CO6-6.
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CO7 - Lake Martin Resource Association (cont’d)

CO7-10

CO7-11

CO7-12

CO7-13
CO7-14

CO7-15

CO7-16

CO7-17
CO7-18

CO7-19

20151015-5004 FERC PDF (Unofficial] 10/14/2015 5:04:37 PM

Hillabee Expansion

Transcontinental plans to significantly expand its underground storage of natural gas near the
compression station to be constructed by Sabal Trail. A porticn of this storage project would
cross Hillabee Creek. LMRA requests that FERC require medeling te predict the environmental
impact of the following issues:

What is the impact of natural gas leaks in the Hillabee Creek crossing and the
consequential impact on the integrity of the drinking water of the City of Alexander City
and the Central Elmore Water Authority?

How would natural gas leaks pollute the water and how far would the pollution plume
travel downstream?

How would natural gas in the water impact aquatic life in these waters?

Hillabee Creek has a fragile population of Redeye Bass. These bass only live in swift
moving streams and are not pravalent in the Tallapcosa River beyond the mouth of
Hillabee Creek. How will the Transcentinental project impact the Redeye Bass
population? This species is also sensitive to siltation caused by erosion of ground
disturbances. How will Transcentinental monitor such siltation and its impact en the
Redeye Bass? LMRA understands that the crossing itself will be under the creek but the
adjacent excavation will be above ground with great potential for sediment run-off.
How would Transcontinental notify and protect the public in the event of natural gas
leaks in the water?

What is the economic impact on property values from natural gas leaks in the water?
What is the economic impact on recreation on Hilabee Creek and Lake Martin as a
result of natural gas leaks?

In the event of a natural gas leak, what kind of rapid response program would be in
place to respond to the leak and to notify the public of any danger?

LMRA believes these issues are critical to protect the integrity of Lake Martin, Alabama’s only
lake to achieve Treasured Alabama Lake status pursuant to regulations issued by the Alabama
Department of Environmental Management.

LMRA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the scoping plans for the environmental
impact statement for the propesed project.

CO7-10
CO7-11
CO7-12
CO7-13
CO7-14
CO7-15
CO7-16
CO7-17
CO7-18
CO7-19

See the response to comment CO6-9.
See the response to comment CO6-2.
See the response to comment CO6-2.
See the response to comment CO6-3.
See the response to comment CO6-13.
See the response to comment CO6-14.
See the response to comment CO6-6.
See the response to comment CO6-7.
See the response to comment CO6-7.

See the response to comment CO6-6.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO8 — Palm Beach County Environmental Coalition

CO8-1

CO8-2

CO8-3

Panagicti Tsolkas, Lake VWorth, FL.

Comrments on Draft EIS for the SMP project

Florida Southeast Connection, LLC Docket Nos, CP14-554-000
Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC CP15-16-000
Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC CP15-17-000

From Panagioti Tsolkas
of the Palm Beach County Envirenmental Ceoalition

Please Note: This comment applies to all three docket numbers included in the SMP.

Regarding Cumulative Impacts

FERC staff have not sufficiently consulted with land managing agencies, state and local
planning agencies, and other appropriate entities covering the full route of the SMP project te
identify past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including roads, bridges,
mining, and large commercialfindustrial/residential developments in the Area of Impact that
could be affected. not only by the Sabal Trail Project, but the entire SMP, in order ta provide an

accurate and complete assessment of impacts that meets the legal requirements under NEPA_

The Draft EIS admits in 3.14.2 that "adding the 4,356 acres of forest that would be cleared for
the SMP Project with the forest clearing of other projectsfactions weuld contribute to a
cumulative impact within the regions of influence. The actual amount and timing of forest
clearing, and the restoration or mitigation measures that other project proponents may
implement is unknown; thus, the cumulative impact of the SMP Project and these ather

projects cannot be reasonably quantified.”
This does not meet the NEPA requirement of a hard, thorough look at cumulative impacts.
Also of primary concarn are existing energy-related facilities which would be on the current or

foreseeable future routes of the SMP, as well as those using the gas transported by the SMP,

which will likely be used in facilities which arg net along the immediate route, but would recsive

CO8-1

CO8-2
CO8-3

We disagree. The analysis provided in section 3.14 adequately assesses
cumulative impacts and is consistent with NEPA requirements.

See the response to comment C08-1 and CO13-5.

Existing energy projects were considered in section 3.14.1.1.
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CO8 — Palm Beach County Environmental Coalition (cont’d)

CO8-3
(cont’d)

CO8-4

CO8-5

CO8-6

the gas through other existing pipelines, such as the Gulfstream, and others, which intersect

with the SMP.

In 3.14.3, the Draft EIS notes that " [Greenhouse Gas, GHG] emissions are a primary cause of
climate change (EPA, 2014c), and that along with the massive CO2 emissions from gas, it also
emits large quantities of methane (CH4), which is the second most prevalent GHG,
"accounting for 9 percent of the total U.S. emissions (EPA, 2014e)."

Additionally, it states that "although the amount of CH4 being emitted into the atmosphere is
significantly less than that of CO2, the comparative impact of CH4 on climate change over a
100-year period. . is more than 20 times greater (EPA, 2014f). Fugitive CH4 emissions are
commoen in natural gas systems and can occur during natural gas producticn, transmissicn,
storage, and distribution (EPA, 2014g)."

The EIS attempts to make the excuse that "[clurrently, there is ne standard methodalagy to
determins how the proposed SMP Project's incremsntal contribution to GHGs woeuld translate

into physical effects of the glabal environment.”

Despite acknowledging "that operation of SMP Project would result in the distribution and

consumption of about 1,000,000 Dth/d of natural gas.”

Again, this does not meet the NEPA requirement of a hard, thorough look at cumulative

impacts.

In section 4.0 on Alternatives, the Draft EIS states, "because the purposs of the SMP Project is
1o transpeort natural gas, and the generation of electricity from renewable energy sources or the
gains realized from increased energy efficiency and conservalion are not transportation

ahternatives, they are not considered or evaluated further in this analysis.”

By not evaluating these options, the EIS is not aceurately determining a need for this project

which can justify the damage it will be causing. as required by NEPA

The increase in the quantity of gas transported to gas-fired power plants--directly on the route

and otherwise--will creats an increasing impact to quality of air and watsr, human health

CO8-4

CO8-5

CO8-6

See section 3.14.4 for additional information related to the GHG emissions and
climate change.

Section 1.1 details the Applicants’ stated purpose and need for the SMP Project
and references the long term precedent agreements that the Applicants have
entered into with their customers and evidence of market need. Further, we
maintain that alternative energy supplies and conservation measures would not
meet the overall purpose of the Applicants’ proposal which is to transport
natural gas to Florida for electric generation.

Cumulative impacts on the natural environment are described in section 3.14.
Consistent with CEQ guidance, regions of influence were identified for each
resource potentially affected by the SMP Project and a cumulative impacts
analysis was completed accordingly.
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CO8 — Palm Beach County Environmental Coalition (cont’d)

CO8-6
(cont’d)

{including that of communities recognized under the Environmental Justice Act) and

Threatened/Endangered species in the entire Scutheastern US.

These power plants include, but are not limited to:

-Barley Barber, FPL plant in Martin County

-West County Enargy Center, FPL plant in western Palm Beach County

-Riviera Beach, FPL plant in eastern Palm Beach County

-Port Everglades, FPL plant in Broward County

-Treasure Coast Energy Center, FMPA plant in St. Lucie County

-Crystal River plant, a proposed Progress Energy plant in the Nature Coast region

-Hendry County FPL plant, proposed by FPL, currently in zoning and permitting phase.

These plants, their associated pipelines, compression stations, and other related facilities in

the region, combine to produce approx 15,000 megawatts or more of fossil fuel power.

Some rough estimates on the impacts of continuing/beginning to fuel these facdilities with the

gas from SMP include, but are nat limited to*:

-45 hillian tons of CQ2

-15.000 tons of toxic emissions Including, NOx, SOx, VOx, PM, Mercury, and others

-144 billion gallons per day in cocling water, much of it injected or stored in pands

contaminated with chemicals including hexavalent chromium

{*Mumbers are based from existing permits for several of the abave listed facilities )
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CO8 — Palm Beach County Environmental Coalition (cont’d)

CO08-6
(cont’d)

CO8-7

CO8-8

FERC staff must require the inclusion of a description of the cumulative and/er overlapping
impacts these existing projects and the planned SMP Project would have on various

envirenmental rescurces {wildlife, water, air, health, culture, history, etc.)

It is not legally sufficient to simply compare gas to other dirtier forms of energy, nor do

economic benefits negate ecological damage

If the project does not stand up to the public interest test, meaning if it is determined
detrimental to the health, safety and well-being of the public--which includes the right to enjoy

the beauty of nature-the project must be denied.

Re-routing the project will net address these concarns. Yet, the No Action Alternative will
address the expressed concerns of thousands of land owrers, residents and environmantalists

who have commented.

CO8-7
CO8-8

Comment noted.

Comment noted. As stated in section 4.1, the No Action Alternative would
avoid the impacts associated with the SMP Project, but would not meet the
need for the natural gas capacity of the project as expressed in the long-term
precedent agreements between the Applicants and their customers. Section
1.2.1 explains that the Commission will weigh various factors in determining if
the SMP Project is in the public convenience and necessity.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO9 - WWALS

CO9-1

CO9-2

CO9-3

CO9-4

Christopher J Mericle, Jasper, FL.
Ta:

John V. Peconom

Project Manager

Dear Sir,

| have several guestions and comments about the DEIS.

-How ¢an FERC even suggest that the "SMP Praject would not result in a significant impact on
the snvironment.” until all the data is evaluated?

1) Pages 1484 and 1485 of the DEIS are the site plan and profile of the Withlacoochee and
Suwannee Rivers HDD. This particular route and crossings were abandoned by SABAL Trail
in October of 2014, Where is the site plan and profile for the current Suwannee River HDD
crossing under the Suwannee River State Park?

The site plan and profile has technical information included on it that the public deserves to
have an opportunity to have evaluated.

2) On September 30, 2015 Sabal Trail filed with FERC "Comments on the Southeast Market
Pipelines Project" Accessicn number 20150830-5D037. Within this filing there is "Table 58.5-
1Karst features within .25 miles of the pipeling”. This table apparently identifies all Karst
features within .25 miles of the pipeline for the entire route. The filing of this information is well
after the release of the DEIS.

How can a complete evaluation be performed with the information included within the table
6.5-1 omitted from the review process?

Furthermare, after careful review | determined that the table 6.5-1 is referring to the
abandoned route across the Withlacoochee River, not the current proposed route, an 11 mile
reroute under the Suwannee River and State Park.

VWhere is the information for the current proposed route™?

3)As | was not able to evaluate data for the current proposed reroute under the Suwannee
river with regards 1o table §.5-1, | decided to compare the findings in the table with known

findings of the abandoned route at the Withlaceochee crossing.

CO9-1

C0O9-2

CO9-3

C0O9-4

The EIS details the information we reviewed and which was of sufficient detail
to support our conclusions regarding the potential environmental impacts of the
SMP Project.

The FERC inadvertently included drawings from the originally proposed
crossing locations for the Withlacoochee River and Suwannee River in the draft
EIS, and not the current proposed crossing of the Suwannee River. However,
the current proposed crossing was evaluated throughout the draft EIS, and the
correct drawing depicting the proposed crossing of the Suwannee Rive is
included in the final EIS. This drawing was filed by Sabal Trail on February
20, 2015 as part of a supplemental filing in Appendix A under accession
number 20150220-5131.

Table 6.5-1 was included in Sabal Trail's draft Resource Report 6 filed on June
16, 2014, and in its final Resource Report 6 filed on November 21, 2014. A
revised table 6.5-1 was filed on February 20, 2015 incorporating the current
HDD crossing location of the Suwannee River. In its November 9, 2015
Response to Comments on the draft EIS, Sabal Trail confirmed that table 6.5-1
filed on September 30, 2015 is applicable to the current proposed route,
including the crossing of the Suwannee River.

See the response to comments CO9-2 and CO9-3. See also the response to
comment FA2-27 and section 3.1.2.3, which explain that karst geologic
conditions were adequately characterized for our analysis of the SMP Project.
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CO9 - WWALS (cont’d)

CO9-4
(cont’d)

Table 6.5-1 "Karst features within .25 miles of the pipeline” shows that between MP 263.5 and
MP 2684.5 (Withlacoochee Crossing area) 8 clesed Topo Depressions were found.

In Figure 2 of "Karst Features and Hydrogeology of the Proposed Sakal Trail Natural Gas
Transmissicn Pipeline Withlacocochee River Crossing” by Florida Geologist David Brown {filed
with FERC 8-14-2014 Accession number 20140814-5007) it shows that in the same area as
mentioned above there is:

48 Sinkholes

4 Karst windows

1 Karst Valley (Transecting the abandoned route)

8 Springs

This is clearly a hugs discrepancy. | theught | made an error. After raviewing the information
again | feel that what | have stated is correct. You can clearly see the "MP 264" on page 1494
of the DEIS at the abandoned Withlacoochee Crossing site

The way | see it is that the report filed Sept. 30th and the infermation included was Omitted
from the DEIS and the inforrmation in the report is ermronecus and incomplete and brings up
guestions that need answering. Such as:

Why the huge discrepancy between table €.5-1 and known findings in David Brown's report?
If the information provided to FERC from Sabal Trail on this small but very critical and sensitive
site is wrong, why should we believe that the information Sabal provided anywhere is correct?
How many reroutes are still to this date not fully evaluated?

Will public comment be allowed when the full information on all reroutes is finally is published?
What Is the process that FERC uses to verify that the information Sabal Trail is providing is
correct?

According ta FERC River crossings are of utmost impertance. Has anyone frem FERC visited

the Suwannee River Crossing site?

| have addressed just a small fraction of the proposed route and informatien provided and not
provided in the DEIS. If you axtrapolats the inconsistencies, omissions and errors over the
entire route you will have an enormous amount of information still unaccounted for in the DEIS.
How can we, the public, be assured that a proper evaluation is being performed by FERC aver

the entirs propesead route?

Chris Mericle
WWALS Watershed Cealition Board Member
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CO10 - WWALS

Christopher J Mericle, Jasper, FL.
On page 3-268 of the DEIS Dot Safety Standards are addressed. Here is an excerpt from that

page:

"The pipeline and aboveground facilities associated with the SMP Project must be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety
Standards in 49 CFR 192. The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the
public and to prevent natural gas facility accidents and failures. DOT specifies material
selection and qualification; minimum design requirements; and protection from internal,
exiernal, and almesphsric corresion.

The DOT alse defines area classifications, based on population density in the vicinity of
pipeline facilities, and specifies mere rigorous safety requirements for populated areas. The
class location unit is an area that extends 220 yards on either side of the centeriine of any

continuous 1-mile length of pipeline. The four area classifications are defined below:

Class 1 — Location with 10 or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy.

Class 2 — Location with more than 10 but less than 45 buildings intendad for human
accupancy.

Class 3 — Location with 46 or more buildings intended for human eccupancy or where the
pipeline lies within 100 yards of any building, or small well-defined ocutside ares occupied by 20
or more people on at least 5 days a week for 10 weeks in any 12-month period.

Class 4 — Lacaticn where buildings with four or more stories zboveground are prevalent.”

CO10-1 It is quite interesting to me that all the comments | have made and heard about the safety of
this Pipeline have been met with assurances from Sabal Trail that it is perfectly safe. Yet here
in the DEIS we have a whole section devoted to safety. Also, DOT bases the material and
Design of the pipeling on population density- the higher the population, the mare stringent the
design and censtruction.

Why would that be the case if the pipeline design and censtruction is safe?

It certainly scunds as if the lives of people in the city are mere precious than those of us that

live in the rural areas

CO10-1

The DOT safety standards were enacted to ensure that people and the
environment are protected from the risk of pipeline incidents. In addition, the
higher safety factors that are required in class locations representing more
populated areas are in place to provided added protection to people and the
environment (this should not be interpreted to mean rural areas have lower
safety standards). As such, we conclude that, with the implementation of the
DOT safety standards during operation of the Sabal Trail Project and associated
aboveground facilities, the public would not face a significant increase safety
risk.

Company and Organization Comments
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Chris Mericle
YWWALS Watershed Cealition Board Member
Waterkeeper Affiliate for the Upper Suwannee, Withlacoochee and Alapaha Rivers
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CO11-1

Deanna Mericle, Jasper, FL.
Deannz Mericle's comments to FERC regarding the Sabal Trail Transmissions natural gas

pipeling October 25, 2015

The conclusion of the FERC DEIS states that the Sabal Trail Transmission natural gas pipeline
will have “no significant impact” on the envirenment. | beg to disagree.

An environmental cencern that | have has to do with the Suwannee River crossing and the
araa of the pipeline that will cross the Falmauth Cathedral Cave system. a spring canduit that
leads directly to the Suwannee River at Lime Run Spring in the Suwannee River State Park.
No mention of the Falmouth Cathedral Cave systemn can be found inthe DEIS. Kit is there,

please help me find it.

As Sabal Trail is aware, the area near the confluence of the Withlacoochee River and the
Suwannee River in Florida, has many underground underwater cave systems that have besn
explored and mapped by cave divers. That means they are large encugh for human beings
with scuba equipment to swim threugh them  The Falmouth Cathedral cave system is miles
long and it has alang its mapped path many sinkhales and karst windows that indicate
previous collapse of the roof of the cave systemn. These are clearly visible in the LIDAR maps
of the area. | have personally seen a karst window over the Falmouth Cathedral Cave System
near the proposed pipeline route that is the size of a football field. Collapse of other areas
along the cave system is a very real possibility. Did Sabal Trail even evaluate this area

thoraughly?

Sabal Trail propeses to cross the Falmouth Cathedral Cave system near where Sabal Trail will
be drilled under Highway 80. Also near this area are several large sinkholes, one of which is
right next 1o highway 90 just east of the proposed crossing of the highway. My concem is that
the placement of the Sabal Trail pipeline across the Falmouth Cathedral Cave system will
causs collapse of the cave, espacially since it is so near the Highway 80 crossing. Ancthar
concern is that drilling the Sabal Trail pipeline under highway €0 so close to a large sinkhole
will cause more sinkholes to oceur or enlarge those already present, possibly encroaching

under the highway itself and into the Falmouth Cathadral cave systam.

COl11-1

Section 3.3.1.6 of the EIS identifies the Falmouth cave and section 3.3.1.7
explains why construction of the project would not pose a significant risk to the
Falmouth cave or other known caves in the area. Figure 3.3.1-3 depicts
springs, caves, fracture traces, and hydrologic information for the Floridan
Aquifer at the proposed Suwannee River crossing. See also the response to
comment CO9-4.

Section 3.8.1 identifies federally listed threatened and endangered species that
could be affected by the SMP Project, including the Squirrel Chimney Cave
Shrimp, and concludes that the project would have no effect on this species.
The pallid cave crayfish is a state listed species that occurs in caves in northern
Florida and has been added to table 3.8.2-2 of the EIS.

Company and Organization Comments
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COl11-1
(cont’d)

According to the Suwannee River State Park Management Plan (SRSPMP), 2002, which can
be easily found on the State Park's website
http:fwww dep state fl.us/parks/planning/parkplans/SuwanneeRiverStatePark_pdf | there are
endangered species that live in the underground spring caves and conduits in and near the
park. See Addendum 5, pg. 4 of the SRSPMP. For example, the pallid crayfish is listed as
G2, G3and 52, 83 which means:

G2-imperiled globally because of rarity.

53-Either very rare and |ocal throughout its range (21-100 occurrences or less than
106,000 individuals) or found loacally in a restricted range or vulnerable to extinetion.

52-Imperiled in Florida because of rarity (6-20 occurrencss or less than 3,000
individuals) or because of vulnerability to extinction due to some natural or man-made factor.

S3-very rare and local throughout its range.

Putting the pipeling where it is now proposed to be routed endangers these species even
further. The installation of the pipsline could cause collapse of their habitat. If the piplina
intersects the spring conduits housing these creatures, it could destroy part of their hakitat and
leak gas into their habitat.

FERC may believe that there is no significant envirenmental impact, but these cave and
cohduit systems are very important to the health of the ecosystems around the Suwannee
River. What happens below the ground is just as important environmentally as what happens
on the surface. Did FERC take this into consideration? Extinction is significant and

permanent.

Furthermore, the Falmouth Cathedral Cave system is just one of many mapped cave systems
in the area near the Sabal Trail pipeline proposed route. However, not all of the cave systems
have been explored and mapped and their locations are not predictable. At the Administrative
Hearing in Flerida, WAWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. vs Flonida Department of Environmental
Protection and Sabal Trail Transmission, Case 15-004975, dead head logger, Joe MeClung
testified that in his scuba diving explorations of the Suwannee River for dead head logs, he
encountered very numerous spring vents on the floor of the river and underwater springs on
the underwater banks of the river. Granlted, it is illegal for him to leg in the area of the

Suwannse River State Park whars the Sabal Trail Pipeline will cross, sa that particular arsa
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CO11-1
(cont’d)

has not been specifically explored. but it is likely that if the spring vents on the floor of the river
are numergus north and south of the state park, they probably are numerous at the site of the
pipeline crossing. These underwater spring vents were not accounted for by Sabal Trail and
may indicate undergreund spring caves and conduits that may be intersected by the pipeline
during HDD drilling. Intersecting these underground caves and conduits causes permanent

damage to them. This is significant environmental impact, contrary to what the DEIS states

The Suwannes River, with its many springs and spring cave systems is a source of pride and
aconomic benefit to the citizens of the counties through which the river flows. Citizens from all
over the country visit the Suwannee River State Park to enjoy the natural beauty of the area.
The route that Sabal Trail presently proposas is too environmentally sensitive for the above

stated reasens and | believe it has not been tharoughly evaluated by Sabal Trail.

Deanna Mericle
-member WWALS Watershed Coalition, Ing., Waterkeeper Affiliate for the watershed of the
uppser Suwannee River

-zencerned citizen of Hamilton County, Flarida
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CO12-1 | ¥ you do a search of the DEIS for LIDAR you will find 5 entries were mads in regards to LIDAR.
1) Page 22 in the table of contents

2] Page 104 where Sabal Trall tells how they used Lidar to locate karst leatures

3) 2 entries are found on page 1494 the abandoned route under the Withlacoochee River

4y the final mention of Lidar is on page 14989 Withlacoochee South HDD erossing

The entries on page 1494 and 1499 are a single line depicting the elevation. The information on
page 1494 Is no good due to the route being abandeoned. So, truthfully there are only 3 entrles
in the DEIS of Lidar, one of which is in the table of contents.

Below is a LIDAR image of the Suwannee and Withlacoochee River Confluence Region and the
Falmouth Cathedral Cave System. This map was cbtained at the Suwannee River Water
Management District, you can see their logo at the lower right cormer. The red line on the map
depicts the Falmouth Cathedral Cave Sysiem. The 2 black lines with circles around them
indicate the approximate location of the proposed Sabal Trail pipeline where it will cross the
Suwannee River and the Falmouth cave.

This Lidar image clearly shows how complex the geology is in the Suwannee -Withlacoochee
confluence region. It also shows how extensive the Falmouth Cathedral Cave System is. Tha
Falmouth Cathedral Cave s an undergreund spring conduit terminating at Lime run spring along
the Suwannee River.

The dark blue spots along the cave path are karst windows. By definition in Florida
Administrative code 18-21.003(64) karst windows are springs. These Karst windows/springs are
not taken into consideration anywhere | can find in the DEIS. Did Sabal Trail provide FERC with
any information regarding Falmouth cave and the karst windows/springs along its path?

In the recent DOAH Hearing "WWALS Watershed Coalition, inc. vs DEP and Sabal Trail" case #
15-4875, Senior Geologist for Sabal Trail, Greg Jones, testified that "Lidar was used to evaluate
the entire pipeline route".

If in fact Lidar was used 1o evaluate even a small portion of the pipeling route would we not see
more than 3 entries in the DEIS?

Where are all the Lidar Images that Sabal claims to have evaluated?

I know if | spent the time and money to evaluate the route with Lidar | would be showing it off!
Dc the Lidar Imagas show something Sabal trail does not want us o ses?

Chris Mericle
WWALS Watershed Coalition Board Member
Waterkeeper Affiliate for the Upper Suwannee, Withlacooches and Alapaha Rivers

See Lidar image below

CO12-1

See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS which
explain that LiDAR was one of several resources used to adequately
characterize karst geologic and hydrogeologic conditions in the project area.
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League

wiww DREDLorg PO Lox 88 Glendale Springs. Noeth Caroling 28629 BREDLpskybestcom (3361 082-2691

October 26, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretury

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 Firsi Streel NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, CP135-17-000 — Sahal Trail Transmission,

LLC

Dear Sceretary Bose:

On behalf of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League and its chaprers and members in
Gicorgig, [ write to address the draft envirenmental impact statement (TDEIS) for the proposed

Sabal Trail Pipeline project.

Overview

On November 21, 2014, Sabal Trail Transmission, T.1.C (“Sabal Trail™ filed an application
under section 7(¢) of the Natural Gas Act, requesting authorization lo consiruct, own, and
operate a new natural gas pipeling system (“Project™). including five compressor stations and
appurtenances totaling 209,900 horsepower, across Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. If

constructed, Sabal Trail would have approximalely 481 miles of 36-inch-dimmeter natural gas

Coge quam videri
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pipeline beginning in Tallapoosa County, Alabama and ending in Osceola County, Florida.
Project owner Sgbal 1rail 1ransmission, LLC is a joinl venture of Spectra Energy Corp and
Nextlra Lnergy, Inc, Sabal Trail has also requested 1) a certificate of public convenicnee and
necessily Lo acquire by lease [rom Transcontmental {Gas Pipe Line Company the capacily Lhat
would be created by ‘Lransco’s proposed Hillabee Expansion I'roject, Docket No. CIP15-16-000,
2) a blanket certiticats pursuant to Part 137, Subpart T of the Comimission's regulations,
aulhoriving Sabal Trail Lo construet, operale, acquire and abandon cerlaim lacililies as deseribed
in Part 137, Subparl F, and 31 a blanket certilicae pursuant (o Part 284, Subpart G ol the
Commission's regulations. authorizing Sabal Trail to provide open-access firm and intertuptible
interstate natural gay transportation services on a self-implemoenting basis with pre-granted

abandunment for such services.

The pipeling projeets outlined and addressed in the draft TTS for the Sabal Trail Pipeling, SAS-
2013-00942, represent a massive assault on the environment and the communilies alony the
proposed routes. Moreover. the impacts ol extraction, wansport and combustion ol natural gas
via the process of hydraulic fracturing have to be taken into consideration. . According to the
LPA™s own estimates up o 140 billion gallons ol waler are used annually o fracture 33,000
wells In the US. A large vaviety of chemicals are used In racking [uids, and many of these
fracking fluid chemicals are known to he toxic 1o humans, and scveral arc known to cause cancer
(c.g. formaldehyde, cthylenc glycol. methanol, benzene). Aceording to studics by the TIPA, the
oil and gas industry, and interviews wilh regulaiors, anyvwhere [rom 20 0 83% of facking [Tuids

remain in the formaton, resembling a source of groundwater contamination [or many

ECoge quan vider
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generalions Lo come in the source areas Jor the natural gas thal would be ransmitied via the

Sabal Irail Pipeline [rem Alabama to Florida,'

Under the law, these national and global impacts must be accounted for by the Federal Fnergy
Regulalory Commission; i.e., lo “recognize the worldwide ... environmental problems and ..

wl . 0 . .
* Once the Inpacts are weighed, we believe the no action

maximize international cooperation.
akernative  that is, the denial of the certificate of convenienee and public necessity will he the

ageney s only reeourse.

Bavckground
The proposal under consideration includes multiple facilities which would be capable of
delivering aboul 1.1 billion cubic feel of natural gas per day. The DELS encompusses many

miles of pipclines, four compressor stations. and numerous valves, plg sites and other

appurtenanecs in three states. The environmental impaets of such a large number of tacilities
would be devastaling W the environment and public health. Natural gas extracted by hydraulic

fracturing, or fracking, is transported in trucks, compressed and delivered by pipelines. At each

stage in this process, pollution is ereated.

COMMENTS

Protection of Water Resources

! https:fww . garthwork saction. ovgissues/detail Fhydraulic fracturing 101# Vi10Q0n6e0QdY
* Ngtional Environmental Policy Act, §102(2)

ECoge quan vider
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It is our understanding that “The Georgia Depariment of Natural Resources, Environmental
Protection Division, intends (o cerlify this project at the end of 30 days in accordance with the
provisions of Scction 401 of the Clean Water Aet. which is required for a Federal Permit to

conduct activity in, on, or adjacent to the waters of the State of Georgia,™ ?

As you know, the Clean Water Act, Section 401 Certification states clearly that: “Any applicant
for a Federal license or permit to conduet any activity including. but not limited to. the
construction or operation of facilities, which may result in any discharge into the navigable
walers, shall provide the licensing or permitling agency a certificaiion [rom the State in which
the discharge originates or will originate, or, If appropriate, fiom the interstate water pollution
control agency having jurisdiction over the navigable waters at the point where the discharge
originales or will originate, that any such discharge will comply with ihe applicable provisions of
seetions 301, 302, 303, 306. and 307 of this title. [n the case of any such activity for which there
is not an applicable effluent limitation or other limitation under seetions 301(h) and 302 ot this
title, und there is not an applicable standard under sections 306 and 307 of this title, the State
shall so certify, except that any such certification shall not be deemed to satisfy section 511(c) of
this title, Such State or interstate agency shall establish procedures for public notice in the case
ol all applications lor certification by it and, 1o the extent il deems apprapriate, procedures lor

public hearings in connection with specific applications.”

> DEPARTMENT OF TIIE ARMY, LS, Army Comps of Engineers: JOINT PUBLIC NOTICE for State of
Alabama, State of Georgia, State of Florida, September L1, 2013 Accessed at:

httpz/iwww saj usace army mil/Portalsidd:docsiregulatory? Publicts20 N otices:20 1 5%20 | %5200ctober 2015 1009-
SouwtheastMarketPipeline-multiple-1211 pdt

“ Clean Water Act, Section 401 Certification: Section (a) Compliance with applicable vequirements; application;
precedures; license suspension, hilpwater.epa.govilawsregs/guidance/wellands seed0 Lefin

ECege quam videri
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CO13-1

CO13-2

It is not clear Lhal the proper notifications and opporlunities [or public commenl have been
undertaken to the [ulles! extent ol the law, which is of greal concerns, considering that “an
ageney must provide the public with information regarding the project as well as the evaluation
process, including deseriplions of the project, its adverse elTects on the Toodplain, and all
alternatives considered. This information must be made available 1o the allected public as well as
federal, state, tribal. and local agencics with legal urisdiction or “special expertise™ in

environmicntal and floodplain management matters.™

The propased Sabal Lrail Pipeline project would create serious problens related to erosion and
sediment control. Tt is likcly that there have not been adequate measures taken to meet state and
lederal requirements [or proper menitoring and miligating ol the harm thai is done by the
devastating and disruptive practices of pipeline construction. According 1o the Manual [or
Frosion and Scdiment Control in Georgla, »Tederal Law requires that adequate erosion, sediment
and pollution control must be implemented during land-disturbing activities where a section 404
permit (usually known as a wetland pernit} is required. Few realize that minor activities of
filling and dredging, while not requiring 1.5, Army Corps of Tingincers notification, still must
meet the Federal requirement ol “adequale erosion and sediment control™ as i a permil had been
issued. According lo Federal Law. “adequale equaies 1o “no [Lailures tolerated.” In shorl, when
filling or dredging activity impacts any Waters of the United States, adequate crosion conteol

must eceur at the site. Therefore, during land-disturbing activitics regulated by the state, crosion

et lands Overview and Updste Current Irends, lssues and Practical Considerstions™ © By Sharon M. Matlox,
Vinson & Elkins, L.L.I. [ousten, lexas. 20180, Accessed at;
hupziswww velaw com/UploadedFiles V Esiler Presentalions! WetlindsOverview Updale.pd

ECoge quan vider

CO13-1

CO13-2

The Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS and the draft EIS were sent to over
5,000 parties including affected landowners, abutters, concerned citizens,
federal, state and local agencies, Native American tribes, libraries, newspapers,
elected officials, and environmental and public interest groups. Section 1.3 of
the EIS further describes the public review and comment process.

Comment noted. Section 2.3 summarize the measures that would be
implemented throughout project construction and operation to avoid and
minimize erosion and sedimentation, and detailed construction and restoration
plans are included as appendices or by reference into the EIS. Section 1.2.2
explains the role of the USACE in the environmental review and permitting of
the SMP Project in accordance with the CWA and other regulations. Sections
3.3 and 3.4 describe water resources and wetlands in the project area; disclose
potential impacts on these resources; and describe the measures that would be
implemented to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts.
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CO13-2
(cont’d)

CO13-3

and sediment control regulations [all under siricler Federal guidelines as well as the standurd

Slate puidelines if Waiers of the United Stales are impacted.™

All of our waters, including groundwater aquiters like the Flovidian Aquifer, are connaeted; harm
done (o one body of waler allects others, ofien irreparably. LTherelore every proposed waler
crossing (c.g. Withlacoochee River, Santa Fe River, Suwannce River) must also take into
account the adjacent waters. Furthermore, according to The Clean Water Act: “The agencies
emiphasize that the rule has defined as “adjacent waters” those waters (hat currently available
scicnee demonstrates possess the requisite connection to downstream waters and function as a
system to protect the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of those waters. The agencices
also emphasize that the rule does not cover “adjacent waters™ that are otherwise excluded.
Further, the agencies recognize the establishiment of bright line boundaries in the final proposed
rule for adjacency does not in any way restrict states from considering state specific information
and concerns, as well as emerging science 1o evaluate the need o more broadly protect their
waters under state law, The Clean Water Act establishes both national and state roles to ensure
that states speeitic eircumstances are properly eonsidered to complement and reintoree actions

taken at the national level””

It is BREDL's assertion that all water is execptional and must be protected,; therefore strict
adherence to Sabal Trails statement, quoted here, 1s insutficient, "State-designated cxeeptional

value walers, waterbodies that provide habital [or lederally listed threatened or endangered

® Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control in Grorgia, Siath Edition (January 2014} Chapler 6:

BMP STANDARDS ANT SPECTFICATIONS FOR GENFRAT. TAND-DISTURRBING ACTIVITIES. Accessed
43w CCLeOrgia oy siles/gaswee goorgla, gov/ les Chapler 6=

andards_and_Specifications for_General Land-Disturbing Activitics 2_0.pdl0
Awww2.epa.govsitesproduction: files2015-

O5documents/finding_ol no_significanl impact_the clean_water rule 52715.pdl

Coge quam videri

CO13-3

Waterbodies that could be affected by the Project are identified in section 3.3.2

of the EIS.
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CO13-3 | species, or walerbodies designated as public water supplies will nol be used, unless appropriate

cont’d . - . . T
( ) lederal. state, and/or local permiiting agencies prant written permission. Only the water sources

"* The Clearance Package/Permit

identificd in the Clearance Package/Permit Book will be used,
Book does not adequalely or accurately identify and prolect the many bodies o water that could

be: affected by the proposed pipeline project.

Endangered/Keystone Specics
CO13-4 | Itisofgreat concern that multiple habitats of the gopher tortoise Tic in the path of the proposed
Sabal 1rail Pipeline. According to The Gopher Torloise Council, “The [irst and most important
component of gopher tortoise conservation [s to conserve and manage remaining upland habitat,
including the wetlands that are a part of the complete ecosystem.™ Pipeline construction would
devastaie the habitat of the gopher 1ortoise. particularly sensitive and protecied weland areas and

longleaf pine forests.

“As noted, tortoisc population has deercased by an estimated 80% during the last century, partly
due 10 the development of housing projects, Industrial cenlers und corporale agricullure. Though
the impacts of development are of great concern, and the solutions to the problems presented by

development arc important, the single greatest cause of gopher tortoise decline has been the

destruction of the longleaf pine ecosystem on which the tortoise depends.™'”

# http:iicontent sabaltrailiransmission .com.resourcesi2015-feby ¥ olume%201T-A%20-

820N ARRATTVT Sabal_Trail_%20TTH%205upplemental_VOI-T-A_2-20-2015_TINALpdf
Hwww pophertorioisecounci ‘conservaliondlorloise-conservalion-posilion-stalement !

olarship, law duke eduwcgiiviewcontenlegiTaricle—1073 &eontext—delpl

Coge quam videri

CO13-4

We acknowledge the information provided on historic gopher tortoise
populations and regulations enacted to conserve the species. Sections 5.3.5 and
5.4.1 of appendix K of the EIS state that the handling and relocation of gopher
tortoises would be conducted according to FWS and Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission standards.
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According 1o The Universily of Florida Conservation Clinic Cenler for Governmental
Responsibility College of Law. there are “[ive main threats lo the tortoise population. ..(1)
Habitat loss through human development, {2) habitat loss through poor supervision, (3) human
desire 10 use it as a pel or meal, (4) relocation causing population disruption, and (5} disease

caused by relocation.™

The permitting process for the rclocation of the gepher tortoisc is rigorous and explicit. In
February 2015, The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission released an update to
their Gopher Torwise Permilling Guidelines: “Revised delinition for “abandoned burrow™; added
new definition for “improved pasture™; added exemption for county animal control officers to
remove domesticated animals; added language regarding the Wildlite BMPs and the Gopher
Torloise Enlorcement Policy; clarified the refund request imeframe applies o withdrawn or
voided permits; increased duration of 10 or Fewer Burrow permits to 1 year; eliminated the need
to mitigate for hatchlings (< 60 mm); updated permit mitigation per 2013 CPL; claritied
acceplable [orms ol local govermment approvals required (o commence relocation aclivilies;
added that qualifications documented to obtain an Authorized Gopher Tortoise Agent (AA)
permit must be post-April 2009; added a 2-year time limit for training courses used to satisfy AA
gualifications; added new online yuiz requirement o renew an AA permil; reduced requirements
to qualify for some capture methods as an AA; eliminated the distance limitation for adjacent
public projcets to public lands permit; eliminated the 1,000 acre limit for a recipient site
application; limited the pereentage (= 40%) of improved pasture on a recipient site; added a
shade requirement [or improved pasture on recipient sites; removed eligibility for “stocking

density bonuses” for improved pasture on recipient sites; added criteria for livestock grazing on

Coge quam videri
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recipient siles; clurilied [nanciul assurance requirements Tor rusts; added mortality checklist and
prolocol for recipient sites (and reporling requirements); added requirement recipient sile follow-
up surveys 1o inglude burrow size and class; ¢lariticd cause and result of infractions that put

towtoiscs at rigk.”™"!

‘The popher torteise 1s nol just an endangered or threatened species, *Gopher torlolses are known
as a keystone specics. The Florida Tish and Wildlife Conservation Convmission states the gopher
tortoise provides refuge for as many as 350 to 400 speeics. The burrows are wied for feeding,
resling, reproduction, and provection from lemperalure exiremes, moisture loss, and predalors.
These spocies include gophet frops (Rana capito). several speeles of snalie, such as the castern
indigo snake (Drvmarchon couperi), small invertebrates, and burrowing owls (Athene
curtcutari). Therelore, comservalion efTorts [ocused on the popher lotleise ald these species as
well ™ ¥ BREDL asscrts that there have not been adequate incasures taken for the protection of

the gopher torwisc along the route of the proposed pipeline,

Fxport Issues and Eminent Domain

Ltis of greal concern that natural gas from the Sabal Lrail Pipeline may be shipped 10 ports
around the world. Today. ships transporting natural gas with a capacity ot up to 145,000 cubic
metery are common. The comprehensive review, the Aard fook, required by the National
Environmental Policy Acl must encompass the sum ol cumulative Impacts [rom extraction lo end
use, no matter where that end use occurs, including export (erminals and liquelied natural gas

CEPOLLE,

' hip fmy v oomdmed b 2984 2060 T-Penmiting-Guidulnes-FINAL-Feb 0 L3, pd [
" hups:ifenawikipedinorg wiki‘Gopher torloise

ECoge quan vider
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Section 1.1.1 of the EIS indicates that the Applicants do not propose to serve
any LNG export facilities.

We also note that the DOE determines whether the export of natural gas is
consistent with the public interest and that, under section 3(c) of the NGA,
applications to export natural gas to countries which the United States has free
trade agreements that require national treatment for trade in natural gas are
deemed to be consistent with the public interest and the Secretary of Energy
must grant authorization without modification or delay. Section 3(a) of the
NGA also requires DOE to grant applications for natural gas export to non-free
trade agreement countries if DOE finds such export to be in the public interest.

Section 3.14 addresses cumulative impacts and has been revised to explain that
an agency is not required to engage in speculative analysis or to do the
impractical, if not enough information is available to permit meaningful
consideration. The commentor’s assertion that gas transported by the SMP
Project “may” be shipped to “ports around the world” demonstrates the
speculative and impractical nature of the suggested analysis. Section 1.3 also
explains why we do not consider impacts associated with natural gas
production in our analysis.
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Il even a porlion of the gas transporied through the Sabal Trail Pipeline is inlended for export it

should not fall under the jurisdiction ol emminent domain. I would not be for the public good,

It should also be noted that the Sabal Trail Pipeline project is an LLC and thercfore a private
corporation and not a public utility. There was recently a precedent set Tn a lawsuit in Kentucky
involving the use of eminent domain (o consiruct a pipeline lor a private corporation. The
decision was made that “because the natural gas liguids are not dircetly reaching Kentucky

consumers. "the pipeling cannot said to be in the public service of Kentucky,” the court said »

‘The gas intended (o be transported through the Sabal "Trail Pipeline will not benelit the people off
Georgia. If we are forced to take this issue to court, it will be obvious that Sabal Trail

Transmission, T.1.C is not a public utility and thercfore not in the public intcrest.

Adherence to the EPA Clean Power Plan

On August 3, 2015 the EPA released Lhe (inal Clean Power Plan, establishing interim and final
carbon dioxide emission performanee rates for the two types of electric generating units - sieam
clectric and natural gas fired power plants - under Scetion 111{d) of the Clean Air Act. Tts
purpose is 1o create enforceable gouls [or states (o reduce emissions and a Mexible ramework—
Besi System of Emissions Reduction, or BSER—o implement carbon reductions. The Plan
would set carbon dioxide (CO2) emission rate goals to be achieved by 2030, According to EPA,

it the 2030 emission rate goals arc achicved, CO2 cmissions from clectric power would be

" hitpdfevvew kentucky comi2015:05/22/386501 Ofcourt-ol-appeals-rules-pipeline himlsstory link—¢py

Cege quam videri
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CO13-7

See the response to comment CO13-5.

The commentor's position on the eligibility of power generation supplied by
Sabal Trail Pipeline is noted. However, the eligibility of these plants under the
Clean Power Plan will ultimately be determined by the state in which they are

located and EPA.
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reduced by 30% nationwide.* The LA allows (or the Tuct that states have dilTerent electric
power resources and expects (iem lo cooperate with the Tederal govermment in cutling
grecnhonse gas pollution, Tn the tinal CPP, the TPA determined that BSTR is comprised of three
“building blecks” that individually and together reduce the carbon inlensity of eleclricity

oeneralion:

17 Inereasing the operational efliciency ol existing coal-fired power plants.
2y Shifiing electricity generaiion from higher emitting lossil fuel-lired steam power plants
{ecnerally coal-fired) to natural gas-fired poser plants.

33 Increasing cloetricity generation from rencwable sources of cnergy.

Under the Clean Power Plan, Renewable Encrgy acncration includes solar, wind, geothermal.

wood and wood-derived tuels and other biemass. The Plan excludes hydrocleetric power. The
EPA basis for determining each stawe’s goal 15 o total CO2 emissions from [ossil fueled power
plants in pounds divided by the state’s cleetrle power gencration fhom powet plants vsing both

fossil and non-tossil sources in megawatt howrs (MW},

According Lo the Congressional Research Service report, © *The emission rates ure a function of
EPA’s specific amizsion rate methodology. States may choose to meet emizsion rare goals by

[oeusing on one or more of the building block strategies or through alternative approaches.”

= Mmission rate reductions nse 2012 as the hascling year. Interim goals are also established for the 20202024
1onelame, EPA™S emigsion ralcs ate measuted in pounds of COx cmissions per megawalts=howrs (M) of
eleclrivily generation,

% Srme 002 Emission Rate Uoads i EPA s Proposed Rule for Existing Power Plasis, Jonathan L. Ramseur,
Speciulist in Environmental Policy, Congressional Ressarch Service, July 21,2014

ECoge quan vider
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CO13-7 | Under the LPA Clean Power Plan, each stale chooses how (0 allain the standard based on ils
(cont’d)

circumsiances and policies. They are not limited 10 the EI'A’s proposed building blocks so long

as they meet the goal.

We assert that the Sabal Trail Pipeline Project cannot, and will not, adhere to the standards
projecied in the current Clean Power Plan. Considering the devastating impact of methane on
climate change, as well as many other issucs surrounding natural gas, we also assert That the plan

must be revised to take into account the issues surrounding natural gas extraction, transportation

and exporlalion.

Caonflict of Interest
CO13-8 | The Miami Herald reported on July 21, 2004 that “Upon his cleetion in 2010, Gov, Rick Scott’s
transilion leam included a Florida Power & Lighl executive who pilched his company*s plan Lo
build 4 major natural gas pipeline in North Florida w fuel a new generation of gas-fired power
plants in places like Port Tiverglades.”
“The proposed projeet will need state regulatery and governmental agencies to understand and
support Lhis project,” said the proposal submilled by I'PL vice presidenl Sam Forrest.

Scott understood. In May and June 2013, he signed into Taw two bills designed w speed up
permilling for whal came to be known as the Sabal Trail Uransmission — a controversial, 474«

mile natural pas pigeline that™s o run froin Alabama and Georpia 1o a hub i Central Flotida,

south of Orlando,

ECoge quan vider

CO13-8

See the response to comment CO13-5.
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I'ive months later, the Florida Public Service Commission, whose [ive members were appointed
by Scoll, unanimously approved construclion of Sabal Irail as the slale’s third major natural pas

pipcling.™™*

Others have noticed this conflict of interest as well. “Seott’s investments in Speetra and Williams
also gave him a Nnancial inlerest in the Gullsiream pipeline that uns from Alabama o Tampa
Bay under the Gull of Mexico. Those companies and their limited parinerships jointly own and

operate Palmetto-based Gulfstream Natural Gas System, TT.C,

Scott, too. reported owning u higger stke in giant Energy Transter, the publicly traded master
limiled partnership whose subsidiaries nelude o joint venlure that owns Flonda Gus
Transmission. Flerida’s other major natvral gas pipeline that rons from Texas through the Florida

peninsula to Miami-Dade.

Scoll also invesled in Boardwalk Pipeling Parliners (BWP), a masler limied partership that

whelly-owns Culf South Pipeline Co. Gull South operates pipelines in Florida's Panhandle.'”

Meanwhile it is reporred elsewliere that utility companies are hetuing in the prowth of a solar
market: “An analyvsiz of campaign reeords by the Tlorida Center for Tnvestigative Reporting
shows thal the utility companies have sunk $12 million into the campaigns of siate lawmakers

since 2014,

That money comes fom the bills paid by customers of the state’s four largest wiilities — Duke

Tncrgy, Gulf Power, Florida Power & Tight, and Tampa Fleetrie, or TECO ™

| N . ' : 3 P e

6 hupzrwww. miamiherald-commews/statesarticle 1976380 him|

¥ hiipaffwww. loridabulldoe.ons/201 509/ n peline-company-lo-judue-evidence-ol-goy- seotls-investmenl-in-us-
imelevant’

ECoge quan vider
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In sum, a stale known as lhe Sunshine State, which has the most Lo lose [rom global warming due
1o its low lying areas along its 1,197 mile lonp coasl line, seems 1o have been high jacked by a
Governor who is a stake holder in Speetra Fnergy and by legislaters who reecive significant
campaign contribulions [rom the lossil luel indusiry and utilily compantes. All of them willingly
look the other way and discourage the growth of solar energy in order 1o Gl the Geld in favor of
ngrueal gas pipelines and, by default, fracking, and to artificially create domestic demands (nor

covered by hemmed in solary while supporting companics protiting oft of LNG exports.

Feomomic Considerations

Considering that the expected life time ol Subal 'tail is 60 yewrs and thal renewable eneryy
markets throughout the world have scen unpreeedented growth while conventional and harmful
sources of energy production arc heing outperformed by solar and wi nd", this project does not
make long-term economic sense” in the context ol global renewable energy markets, 2 growing
fossil fuel divestment movement®, and the anticipated ceonomic damages of global warming
ranging [rom record droughls W record precipilalion evenls Lo rising sen waler levels. ? In this
conlex! it should alse be noted that the Sute of Florida depends to a large degree on a thriving
tourist industry with up to 100 million visitors yearly and more than $70 billion in revenucs all of
which is threatened by global warming, and based on recent reports the year 2013 will go on

. 23
record [or the hollest year ever.

1 hrip:iiteinorg 201 540405 in-sunshing-state-big-energy-blocks-solar-power!

i vind-energy-is-now-as-cheap- s-and-solar- is-getting -close

74 32a0-1 le3-b(29-b9d50a745d 11 . ham I#axzz3 B iOpCye
stmenf-movement-50-times-bigger-in-one-year?
www climatchotmap.onelobal - onomy, huml

yww v limes, com 20151022 e lenee 201 5-llkely -1o-be-holest-year-ever-revorded Jum|?_r—3
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Section 1.2.1 describes the Commission’s obligations under the NGA and Epact
as an independent regulatory body, and explains the factors that the
Commission will balance in determining whether the SMP Project is in the
public convenience and necessity.
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The place o invest right now is in renewable energy. This has been clearly demonstrated by a
dramatic shifl in the market. “Hquily raising by renewable energy companies on public markets
Jumped 54% in 2014 1o $15.1 billion, helped by the recovery in seetor share prices between mid-
20112 and March 2014, and by the popularity with investors ol L8 “yleldeos™ and their European
equivalents, quoted project lunds. These vehicles, owning operating-stage wind. solar and other
projects raised a total of $5 billion from stock market investors on both sides of the Atlantic In
201474

Global mew investment in renewable energy by asset class, 2004-2014
Growth:
B24, S48, 374 18% 2% 33% 18% -8% -10% 17%
Y | | e e S e | e [ ¥

182 178

Corporate R&D
Gevemment RED

-
159 e e = VCIPE
mPublic markets
e
- Small distributed capacity
73 = Asset finance”
. i I

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2000 20102011 20122013 2014

Souin: UNER, lnomheg S ey Himers 25

With the markel clearly shifiing lowards investments in clean energy and investors
overwhelmingly divesting in [oasil fuels, the Sabal ‘L'rail Pipeline Project is likely 10 lose
investors and tind it difficult to convinee new oncs that natural gas is a viable investment, given

the devastating etfects on elimate, environment, public safety and human rights,

 Global Lrends in Renewable Energy lovestment 2015, hips www [sunep-centre.org { Frankfurl am Main}
Copyright £ Frankfurt School of Finance & Management gGmbH 2015, Bloomberg New Energy Finance,
5 w(ilobal Trends in Renewable Energy Investment 2015, http:/www . [s-unep-centre.or  Frankfurt am Main®
Copyright £ Franklurt School of Finance & Management gGmbll 2015, Bloomberg New Enerpgy Finance,
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See the response to comment CO13-9.
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Power plants and Compressor Stations

Natural gas sulfers from a series of insoluble problems. Cnee the gas is removed from the sarth,
it is transported n trucks, compressed and delivered by pipelines where it is burned for heat and
power. At each stage in this process. pollution Is ercated. Compressor stations and clectric power

plantly are bwo major pollution sources which are ofien overlooked.

Tor example. at the Richmond County Tnergy Complex in TTanlet. North Caralina, Duke Tnersy
Progress operales seven combuslion lurbines permitted (o bum either Muel oil or natural gas o
penerate 2,000 megawatts of electric power. But turbines are remarkable for their lack of
cfficieney in converting chemical enerey te mechanical eocrgy. More than 50 pereent of the
lurbine’s power outpul is consumed by the tubine itsell 10 aid combustion®® Two Lypes of
wrbines are sitmple-cycle and combined-cycle. The simple cyele has a thermal elficiency ol only
15 10 42 pereent. Combined eycle units add a beat recovery steam generator to boost efficiency
Lo between 38 and 60 percent. So, al best 40% ol the [uel burmed produces no electric power; al
worsl 85 % ol the Juel burned produces ne electric power. Of course, air pollution and global

warming gascs arc ereated whether power is produccd or not.

CO13-11 | There are a number of compressor stations along Sabal Trail which will have to go threugh a

permitting process and will have 1o be evaluated in regard to air pollution.

A major source of aiv pollution from natural gas pipelines is compressor stations. Spaced about

50 (o 100 miles apart, they keep the gus moving along the pipeline rom production site lo end

215 TPA Air Pollation Tmission Tagtors, AP-42, Stationary Gas Turbings. Scetion 3,1.2 Process Tieseription

ECoge quan vider

CO13-11

Section 3.12.1 of the EIS describes the air emissions that would occur from
each proposed compressor station (and other project sources) and explains how
the facilities would have to comply with the CAA and obtain operating air
permits prior to placement into service.
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use. Power for Lhese compressors is provided by internal combusiion engines, tnbine or
reciprocaling, which use natural pas as a fuel source. "These engines release huge amounts of air
pollution ingluding sulfiw dioxide (8023, nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds
(VOC), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM 103, and hazardous air pollulants such as
benzene and formaldehyde. Our review ol compresgor slations in Virginia and MNorth Carolina
reveals high Tevels of air pollution, For example, a single, medium sized compressor can emit

203 thousand tans of CO- 'zmnually,27

A compressor station in North Carolina operates eight natural gas-fired reciprocating internal

combustion cngings with a contbingd total of 37,880 horscpm\"cr,zg This is a medium sized

compressor, one ol the two moving pas along a 128 mile pipeline [rom Charlote to Wilminglon,

North Caroling, Cur review ol the slale air permit reveals (he pollution levels in Lable B {next
page) and shows an astounding level of greenhouse gas emissions (COx¢)  over 200 thousand

tons per vear  plus over 4 half'a million pounds of toxic air pollution.

Table B. Medium Sized Compressor Station Air Pollution

Pollutant Annual Emission Rates
COye 203,824 tons
Particulates (2.5, 10 and total) 24,920 pounds

= Piedmont Namral Gas Wadeshoro Compressor Station, North Caroling TIAGQ Permit No, 10097T01 operating
eizht nutural gas-(ired reciprocating inlernal combusiion engines sach raled a1 4,735 horsepower, vae of the lwoe
moyving mis along a 128 mile pipeline rom Charlotlz Lo Wilminglen, Notth Caroling,

= Pledmont Natural Gas—Wadeshoro Compressor Station in North Caroling, NC Division of Alr Qualiry
Termit No. 10097T00

ECoge quan vider

Company and Organization Comments



191-0

CO13 - Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League (cont’d)

Z0L51026-523F FERC PDF (Unofficial] “0/26/201% 5:04:00 &K

CO13-11
(cont’d)

CO13-12

TIAP Lotal

sS0; 1,460 pounds
N, 367,720 pounds
Voo 70,100 pounds
O 43,960 pounds

25,020 pounds

TIAP lommaldehyde

17,560 pounds

S . .
A recent article™ points towards the conneetion between health issucs and rural gas compressor

slations. Alr contaminants [rom the Millemmium pipelie compressor station, located n

Minisink, New York has reached Tevels that execed that of a big ¢ity. Many residents have

complained ol heallh ailmenls, and a researeh team [rom the Southwest Pennsy lvania

Enviromnental Health Uroject. a nonprofit group ol public healily experts, fcilitated a study [rom

October to December, 2074,

The study tound that,

“spikes in wir loxing around the compressor coineided with residents” adverse

health symptoms. ... Asthma, nosebleeds, headaches, and rashes were

commen anong the 35 participants in cight familics living within one mile of

the compressor... Six of the 12 children studied had noseblecds, which health

consuliant, David Brown, attribuled 1o elevated blood pressure or imitation of

2 Gas Compressors and ~ose Bleeds™ hrip:/ ."\s.'\v\v.umccc)m;'nm'imnmcnt,-‘gm compressors snd nose bleeds

wmtl L3 Cesauaz T ageTd— 22 ArtcleConign)

ECoge quan vider
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Potential health effects of air emissions from the proposed compressor stations
are discussed in section 3.12.1.3.
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CO13-12
(cont’d)

mucous membranes by formaldehyde, a carcinogen lound in excess around

compressors in a recent SUNY Albany study.”

Photo by Forolia/A Tikss™"

Environmental health expert, Wilma Subra, has observed the same health issucs and coneerns
around the country, near gas compressor stations, but alse near gas power plants and gas drilling

sitcs. She cites:

“[1] typically find symptoms such as asthma, allergies, coughs, noscbleeds.
dizziness, weukness, and rashes among 90 percent ol residents and workers
in a two- to three-mile radius of gas infrastructure. .. Resulting chronic

ailments she cites include lung. cardiovascular, reproductive, liver, kidney.,

and neurological damage; birth delects; and leukemia™

Fhinpeiwww wine.coms - mediaTnages TTR/Editorial AniclesMagazine %20 A rticles 20 13/FalliGas 2 0Compress
ors%e20and* 020N ose%20B leeds Blovd y-Nose%w2Ujpi.ipg
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Cco13-12 | & Lnmion ol Concemned Scientists study estimales thal unburned natural gas escaping [rom
(cont’d)

production infrastruciure is equivalent 1o emissions from aboutl 170 coal-fired power plants. A

total of 7.7 million tons of methane arc released annually by oil and gas production facilitics:

natural gas, is 34 mes more powerlul than carbon dioxide al trapping heat. In Jaet, reducing
coal use from the present 74% to 40% of the powar supply by mid-century and substituting
natural gas would reduce global warming emissions by only 3% (lrom 2,036 w0 1,972 million

melric Ls, see graph).

Global Warming Trissions are Unchanged by Substinming Namral Gas for Coal”!

.
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3 Sowrew Luton of Convenied Scicnists, Endesions are anuud groenhouse pascs mommillions of melic lons.
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wells, processing, compressors, ransmission and storage.  Melhane, the principal compenent of
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CO13-12
(cont’d)

Natural gas combuslion releases a wide variely ol huzardous air pollulants: benzene, toluene,
dichlorobenzene, arsenic. cadmium, chromium and formaldehyde. In [act. some of these
pollutants arc emitted in greater amounts from natural gas than coal. Tor example, for a given
amount of electricity, emissions of formaldehyde from natural gas are 800% higher than [rom
coal. Formaldehyde is a nearly colorless gas with a pungent, irtilaling odor even al very low
concentrations, Tt {s a probable human carcinogen, Ttisan cye, skin, and respiratory tract
irritant. It can produce narrowing of the bronchi and accumulation of fluid in the lungs.
Compressor stations release huge amounts of this hazardous air pollutant. The negative ellects
of airborne formaldehyde oceur at very low levels, Exposure to as little as 0.1 to 2 parts por
million causes irritation of the eyes, nose and throat. At 3 to 10 ppm, people experience cough,
lightness ol the chest and eye damage. Al 20 ppm breathing becomes dillicull, at 30 ppm there

is severe injury to the lungs and 100 ppm is immediately dangerous to life.

Children arc more susceptible to the respiratory offeets of formaldehyde than adults,

It is obvious that we must protect the health and well-being of our children. As you know, the
EI'A has established guidelines in its Final Rule regarding Execulive Order 13045: Protection of
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks and concluded that “the agency has
evaluated the environmental health and welfare effects of climate change on children. CO2 is a
polent GLIG that contributes Lo climale change and is emilled in significant quantities by [ossil

Luel-fired power plants. The EPA believes that the CO2 emission reductions resulting from

Cege quam videri
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implementation of these linal guldelines, as well as substantial ozone and PM2.5 emission

=32

reductions as a cobenefit, will lurther improve children’s healih.

Tn order to take into aceount all of the substantial risks to the health and safety of our children,
we must include the evidence that natural gas and the risks associated with the gathering,

processing and transportation ol natural gas have signilicantly harmlul elfects.

Environmental Justice

Guidance for enforcement of the National Environmental Policy Act states, “When a
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on a low-income
populaiion, minority population, or Indian (ribe has been identified, agencies should analyze how
environmental and health effects are disteibuted within the affected comumuniry.... This tvpe of

data should he analyzed in light of any additional qualitative or quantitative information gathered

33

through the public participation process

According to The Department ol Transportation’s (DO} Pipeline and Hazardous Materials

Safcty Administration (PEMSA), there are three fundamental environmental justice principles:™

s To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
cnvironmental ctfeets, including social and cconomie cteets, on minority populations
and low-income populations.

» To ensure the tull and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process,

Z Pg 1435 hup/ Fwwa2aepa oy siles fproduction / les/ 2015-08/documenis/epp-nal-rule pdl

% Council on Environmental Quality. “Eavironmenial fustice Cafdanee wnder ihe Nerional Faviconmental Poliey
" Envirommental Prolection Ageney, 1997, Accessed May 31, 2015,

Fwwepit, po v/ oecacrlli‘environmentaljustice/ resourcesipolicyse]_guidance_nepa_ceql297.pdl

wiww. phmsadolgoviorgcivileights’ EnvitonmentalJustice

g
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Section 1.3 explains why we do not consider impacts associated with natural
gas production in our analysis.
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+ To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benetits by
minority and low-Income populations.
The proposed Sabal T'rail Pipeline Projeet siands in direct violation (o environmental justice
standards. These violations include, but are not limited 10, the proposed compressor station in
Albany, GaA. Aceording to “Kevin Grail. the president of Girail Management Group, which
represents the Countryside Village Mobile Home Park that is near the proposed compressor

station site. ..

“Fifty homeowners will have this compressor station in their backyard,” Grail said. “Sixty-eight
pereent of those residents are black, and 70 pereent of the residents have a houschold income
below $30.000). They re yoing 1o be subjecled 1o the horrible sound ol that station running, and it

never slops. And, oh, by the way, it may explode one day.

“These people are going to lose up to 30 percent of the value of their homes. and they can’t

afford to move. They're going to be stuek there, ™

Congressmen Sanfovd D. Bishop Jr. (GA-02), John Lewis (GA-05), Henry "Hank” Jolnson Jr.
(GA-04), and David Seott (GA-13) sent a letter to the Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
on Friday, October 23, 2015 expressing concerns ghout the proposed Sabal Trail pipeline and the
environmental justice issues in particular. According o this letter, “Sabal Lrail’s proposed
pipeline and compressor station will further burden an already overburdened and disadvantaged

African-American community in this area. Sabal Trail’s proposed route will go through Albany

= hupsfwww.albanyherald. com/news 201 5sep29¢ Terc-prels-am-earul-lrom-sabal-trail-pipeline’

Coge quam videri

CO13-14

As identified in section 3.10.4.6, while the pipeline would be located within
census tracts characterized as environmental justice populations, the proposed
compressor building itself would not be located in or within 1 mile of an
environmental justice population tract. Air and noise emissions would meet all
federal regulatory standards and thresholds. The facilities would be constructed
and operated in compliance with DOT materials and safety standards.
Groundwater quality, property values, and other environmental resources would
not be significantly affected. As such, the SMP Project would not result in high
and adverse impacts.
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(cont’d)

und Dougherly County and will run through low-income Alrican-American neighborhoods. The
proposed industrial compressor station Jacility would sit right in the middle of an A frican-
American residential neighborhood comprised of two large subdivisions, a mobile home park,
schools, recreational facilities, and the 5,000-plus member Mount Zion Baptist Church, a
predominantly African-American conpregation. The statement in FERC s DELS thal the
compressor station would not be located in an environmental justice comumunity is not correct. In
fact. TERC acknowledges Inits DEIS that 71% of environmental justice populations would be
alTected by the Subal Trail Project and that the perceniage ol environmental justice populations

in Doughtery County is 85% (see DEIS at p. 3-217).

The compressor slation would oceupy several acres, have a height of six stories, and have two
21,000 horsepower turbines running 24 hours a day every day of the week. It would be lit up all
night long, emit thousands of tons of pollutants into the air cach year, and constitute a non-stop
source ol noise and vibration. The undisputed evidence in the record shows that this massive
compressor station would emit so much pollution that it would [urther contribute 1o the City of
Albany execeding the National Ambicnt Alr Quality Standards under the tederal Clean Air Act

[or nitrogen oxides.

In addition, studics have documented that noise pollution causes adverse health effeets including
vibro-acoustic disease, hyperiension, heart disease, hearing impainment, communication
problems, sleep disturbance, and adverse cognitive effects including memory loss and behavioral
problems. The nitrogen oxides and volatile organic chemicals that the compressor station would
emil are known Lo harm respiratory, cardiological, neurological, and kidney [unciions as well as

cavse prematore death. Even small levels of nitrogen oxides can cause nausea, iritation of the

Coge quam videri
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eyes und nasal passuges, Tuid in the lungs, and shoriness ol breath. The urea already has among
the highest incidences of stroke, heart disease, diabetes. cancer, and obesily. This resideniial area
theretore is the last place where such a facility should be placed, and it most certainly should not
be located near a disadvantaged Alrican-American neighborhood that has already borne more

than its Gair share of pollution.™

BREDL s o

ts that Presidential Txceutive Order 12898 makes it ¢lear that all federal agencics

must adhere W envitonmental jusiice standards by identifying and addressing disproportionalely
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its actions on minority populations
and low-income populations. Tt is our understanding that the FTRC {s “an independent

government ageney that is officially organized as part of the Department of Energy.™

Given that the FERC is an extension of the Depariment of Energy. which is a lederal agency.
TFT.RC should be mandated to comply with the same standards as any other federal ageney. Tt
must fall upon the DOE to insure thal the FERC address these social and environmental

igjustices perpelualed by the proposed toule o Sabal ‘Ttail Pipeline Project.

Conclusion

The impacts on the land, air and water resources which would oceur if this projeet advanecs are
contrary to the letter and the spirit of the National Environmental Policy Act, which is to prevent
or eliminate damage o the environment and the biosphere. The drall of the Environmental

Impaet Study which we have reviewed in depth dees not begin to alleviate the devastating effects

s fspectrabusters ora/2015/10/24 Tour-congress-mem bers-demand- sabal -trai-move-of-of-albuny -ga’
7 Federal Department of Encray., Accessed al hupsiwww. fere, gov/studeniss whalisfere.asp on June 9%, 2015,

Coge quam videri

CO13-15

Section 3.10.4.6 addresses disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
environmental justice populations, which includes African American
populations.

The commentors’ opinion regarding FERC being mandated to comply with
Executive Orders is noted.
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that the Sabal Trail Pipeline would have on Alabama, Georgia and Florida. The Impacts of this

cannol be mitipated.
We plan to submit further comments.

Respectfully submitted,

¢ Tl

Mara E Robbins

Blue Ridge Environmental Delense League
wiww, bredlorg

110 Talley's Alley
Flovd, VA 24091
{540y 743-3561

Coge quam videri
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UNTTED STATES OF AMERIC A
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Sahal Trail Transmission, L1LO ) Docket Mo, CP15-17-000

CONMMNENTS OF AZ OCALA RANCH. LLC
ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND
ON SABAL TRAIL TRANSMISSION LLC’S FROPOSED
PIPELINE ROUTE ADJUSTMENT

A7 Ocala Ranch. LLC (AZ Ocala) hereby submirs these comments on the Dratt
Tnvironmental Tmpact Statement prepared by the staft of the Tederal Tonergy Regulatory
Commission {Commission) and issued in Dockel Nos, CP14-5354-000, CP15-16-000, and CP15-
17-000 on September 4, 2015 (DELS}Y, and on a pipeline route adjustinem proposed by Sabal
Trail Transmission T.T1.C (Sabal Trail) in its Supplemental Information  Responsc to DS
Condition No. 29 and Minor Reroule and Workspuce Modifications Gled wilh the Commission
in Docket No, CI'L3-17-000 on September 30, 2015 (Supplemental lnlormation Filing).
L BACKGROUND

AL Oeala owns properly in Marion Counly, Florida located within the right ol way
corridor for the proposed Sabal ‘I'rail pipeline, thus exposing its property o condemnation,' AZ
Qeala is planning to develop the property as an active adult retirement community,
Development plans have been underway lor several years wilh well over $500.000 spenl by AZ,

Ocala so Tar during the predevelopmeni process, and within the next six months AZ Ocala will

' A7 Ocala's property is identificd as Tax Parecls 40868-000-00.40869-000-00, 41109-003-00
and 41 109-002-00 recorded in Marion County, Florida, and Is also identilied by Sabal Trail ract
numbers FL-MA-054.000, FL-MA-35 000, FL-MA-0536.000 and FL-MA-037 005, respectively.
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be spending another $3.000,000 processing its Land Use Classification with the State of Tlorida
and Marion County, and Zoning and Development Agrecments for the sitc with Marion County,
and a 1400 acre Mitigation Bank wilh the State of Florida and the Ammy Corp of Engineers. Sabal
Trail's proposed pipeline will raverse land owned by AZ Ocala and will adversely impaer the
plumed commercial development ol that land.

AZ Ocala has requested Sabal Trail to modify and adjust a very short portion of the
praposcd route that crosses AZ Oeala's property so that the pipeline wounld follow the right of
way [or an existing Duke Energy tramsmission line (AZ Ocala Proposed Roule). AZ Ocala mel
with representatives of Sabal Lradl on June 9, 2015 W express its concerns and propose this route
adjustment, The AZ Ocala Proposed Route was not aceepted by Sabal Trail. AZ Ocala
submitied comments in Lhis doeket on July 1, 2013 expressing its coneemns and proposing the AZ
Ocala Proposed Route, which [ollows the Duke Energy transimission line, as deseribed above.

A7 Oeala and Sabal Trail mct again on July 31, 2015 to discuss the AZ Ceala Proposed
Roule and had a follow-up conlerence call about the route adjusiment on Seplember 28, 2015,
Drior to the Seplember 28 conlerence call, AZ Ocala provided Sabal Lrall with an expert report
AZ Ocala commissioned thar evaluated the proposcd routes. That report is submitted herein as
Allachment 1.2 A7 Ocala and Sabal Trail have had subsequenl email exchanges regarding the
AY Ocala 'roposed Route.

However, in a September 300 2015 filing with the Commission entitled “Supplemeimal
Tnformation  Response to DEIS Condition Nea. 29 and Minor Reroute and Workspace

Modifications™ Subal Trail Mally rejected the AZ Ocala Proposed Route. The reason given by

2 Proposed Sabal Trail Cas Fipeline Alternute Ronte Evabugdion Mearion County, Flovida,
Oclober 1. 2013, Prepared by Breedlove, Dennis & Associates, Inc., and Hays & Dennis, 11C.

)
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Sabal Trail in this [iling was concern about “bringing on many abutling new landowners Lo the
project that have nol been involved in the FERC process.™

A7 Ocala has been involved in this certificate process for an extended period of time,

AZ Ocala participated in the pre-liling process for Sabal Trail's propused pipeline. On
November 21. 2014, AZ Ocala [iled with FERC a timely motion 10 intervene alter Sabal Lrail
filed its application for certification in Docket CP13-17. However. the motion used the pre-filing
process docket number PI14-1, A7 Ocala beeamic concerned that the Commission may not
consider AZ Ocala’s limely motion o intervene as applicable o Docket No. CP15-17.
Accordingly, on Auvgust 19, 2015, AZ Ocala filed & motion that the Commission regard its
motion to inervene as timely filed in Docket No. CP13-17, or, in the alternative, 1o intervenc out
ol time in Dockel No. CP15-17. In that motion, AZ Ocala argued Lhat the Commission should
adopl the smme minor route adjustment AZ Ocala proposes here — the AZ Ocala Proposed Route.
That motion is pending.

On October 1, 2015, A Ocala representalives appeared and made an oral presentation al
the FERC DELS public meeting in Lake Cily, Florida. A2 Ocala presented FERC Environmental
Project Manager. John Peconom, with the sritten route cvaluation report by Breedlove, Dennis
& Associates, Inc. and Tays & Dennis that 14 referred to above and submitted herein as
Allachment 1. AZ Ocala summminized the ecological and cultural resource Ondings ol the expert
report. and the report’s conclusion that, when compared to the other two routes, the AZ Qcala
Proposed Route is the preferred route because it is 100% co-located and also preferable from an

ecological and cultural resource perspective.

* Supplemental Information Filing, Volume 11-A: Summary und Updated Tables, Resource
Report 10: Alternatives at pages 25-26.
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. COMMENTS

AZ Ocala’s commenis are divected al those aspects of the DEIS and the Sabal ‘Irail
Supplemental Intormation Tiling that address the portion of the Sabal Trail pipeling route that
crosses AY Ouala’s properly in Marion Counly Florida. The DEIS evaluated ihe envitonmenlal
impacts of e pipeline route that would cross AZ Ocala’s property thal was proposed by Sabal
Trail in its Abbreviated Application for Certificates of Public Convenicnee and Necessity and
Tor Related Authovizations [iled in this dockel om November 21, 2014 (the First Proposed
Route). Sabal Trail, howewver, proposed an alternalive route through AY Ocala’s property
{Second Proposed Route -- also known as the Thrake Reroute) in its September 30, 2013
Supplemental Information Filing referred w above.* AZ Ocala is vory concerned about the
adverse impact on the plamed development ol s properly ag an active adull relirement
community it the pipeling is sited on cither the First Proposed Rowte or the Sceond Proposcd
Raoute.

Because Sabal Ttail’s Second Proposed oute wus submitled afler the release ol the
DEIS. that new route must be cvalvated in staft's proparation of the final EIS. AZ Ccala hereby
requests that stutt also evaluate. and the Commission certificate. the A7 Ceala Proposed Route.
In aaldition te amelivrating the adverse impacts of (he other proposed routes, the AZ Ocula
Proposed Route is superior to the other proposed routes in a number of respects.”

The AZ Oeala Proposed Route would have a Tower prohahility of causing adverse

environmental impacts than the First Proposed Route or the Second Proposed Route. AZ Ocala

* I a1 Valume 11-T3. Appendix A: Alignment Sheets, Typical Drawings, and Swnmary off
Reroutes and Workspace Modifications, Revised Table A=, page A-13, Reroute 224,

i Diagrams of the Tirst Proposed Route, the Sccond Proposed Route (aka Drake Reroute) and the
AZ Ouala Prapused Route are provided as Exhibil | o the expert report submitted herewith as
Allachment 1.

CO14-1

We have reviewed the route variation proposed by AZ Ocala along the north
and east boundaries of their property and information provided by Sabal Trail,
and conclude that AZ Ocala’s proposed variation is an improvement in terms of
the amount of collocation with existing rights-of-way and would reduce
impacts on their pending development plans. While the AZ Ocala variation
would be closer to 44 tracts, none of the tracts would be directly affected and
all would be largely buffered from construction effects by existing road rights-
of-way and wooded areas. As a result, we have revised section 4.3.2 of the EIS
to include our analysis and a staff recommendation that Sabal Trail be required
to adopt the AZ Ocala Variation into the proposed route, if the SMP Project is
approved.
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(cont’d)

commissioned well-qualilied consultanls w evaluate the impacl on ecological and cullural
resources of all three alternalive pipeline routes throuph its property. ‘The consullanls’ indings
are presented in the report refarred to previously and provided as Attachment 1, With respect to
ecological impact, the consultants’ conclusion Is Lthal the A Ocala Proposed Roule (Allernalive
1 in the atached consultants® report) would be expecied 10 have a much lower likelibood of
ceological impaets beeause it is 100% co-located along oxisting lincar facilitics. Neither of the
olher proposed roules come close (o Lhis degree ol co-localion. The extent of prior disturbance
and the reduction ol secondary impacts expected witl co-location would substamially lessen the
likelihood of ceological impacts. With respect to cultural resouree impact, the AZ Ocala
Proposed Route (Alternative 1) is also preferved. Aceording to the consultants” report, due to it
1004 co-location along existing linear facilitles, sub-surlace deposits or sites along the AZ
Ocala Proposcd Route would already have been disturbed and placed on the record. Unlike the
Second Proposed Route {Alternative 2 in the attached consulants” repart), no notably disturbed
sub-surlace cullural malerals were found within the AZ Ovala Proposed Rovte. And the close
proximity of the First Propesed Route (Alternative 3 n the attached consultants” report) to the
Withlacoochee River gives it a higher probability of buried depositional cvents than the A7
Ocala Proposed Roule. In addition, the AZ Ocala Proposed Roule i more consistent with
Commission policy than the other two routes proposed heretofore by Sabal Trail.

As discussed. AZ Ocala has conerete plans to develep detive adult retirement
communities on the property that would be traversed by the proposed pipeline. The communities
will collectively have up to 3,600 homes and include community recreational facilities. trails,
lakes. an 18 hole championship golt course and 8 hole excentive golf course and a 1400 acre
wetlands mitigation bank. The property will have centralized water and sewer facilitics. Water

will be provided by ansite wells and storage and sewer will ke provided by installing a 16 force

5
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main hne thal will extend from the site Tour miles 1o the north 1o the existing Ouak Run Wasle
Water Treatment Facility. EMuent water Fore our Take system and goll conrse will be deliversd o
the site from the Oak Run Waste Waler Treatment Fagility.

Development plans have been underway for several vears with well over $300,000 spent
g0 far during the predevelopment process, and in the next six months A7 Ocala will b spending
another $3, 000,000 processing its Land Nse Classification with the Sate of Florida and Marion
County, and Zoning and Development Agreements for the sile with Marion County, and a 1,400
acre Mitigation Bank with the State of Flovida and the Army Corp of Engincers. AZ Ocala has hired
ateam of consaltants® that have smdied and continue to study and provide reports for the site
including but not limited to Traftic Studics, Density Analysis and Planning, TTydrology Reports and
Linvironment Assesaments.

AZ Ocala is very concerned about the adverse impact on the planned development if the
pipeling iy sited on either of the routes proposed by Sabal Trall. AZ Geala™s development plans
und progress toward Mulflling them are discussed in the ATidavit of Beoll Seldin, provided as
Attachment 2.

The Commission™s regulations and policics einphasize both the consideration of
lundowner preferences and the use ol existing righls of way in approving new pipeline
construction, Under the Commission siting and maintenance requirements for new facilities. the
desires of landowners must be taken into account in the planning, locating. clearing, and
maintenance of right-of-way and the construction of faciliies on their property.” These

regulalions wlso provide that the siting, construction, und mainienance ol fcilities shall be

* The consultants cngaged by A7 Ocala arc listed in the Scldin Affidavit. submitted herewith as
Allachment 2.

P18 C.ER. §380.15(b).
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undertaken in a way Lhal aveids or minimizes ellecls on scenic, historic wildlile, and
environmenlal values.”

In particular. in reviewing a siting proposal, the Commission must consider the "use,
widening, or extension of existing righls-ol-way ... in localing proposed lacililies."? Moreover,
the Commission consistently has indicated a prelerence [or utilizing existing rights-ol-way as a
means of minimizing environmental disturbanee," Under the A7 Oeala Proposed Rowre, the
pipelineg would follow the vightl of way lor an exising Duke Inergy transmission line. Thus, the
A/ Geala Proposed Route 1s clearly more consistent with longstanding Conunission policy that
favors pipcling routes that follow the rights-of-way of existing facilitics rather than disturbing
greenficld property, and is more consistent with scenic, environmental and other important
values.

The AZ Ocala Proposced Route adjusts the route of the pipeline so that the project follows
existing facilities including the right-ofsway of o Duke Energy transmission line. This minor
ddjustment s in the public inwrest wnd is lully consisient with Commission policy. In addition,
the AZ Ocala Proposcd Route would aveid unnceessatily resticting furare productive
development of the land. as deseribed above. that would be restricted by the Fivst Proposed
Roule or the Second Proposed Roule.

In AZ Ocala’™s mulriple meetings and discvssions with Sabal Trail about the AZ Ocala

Proposcd Route. Sabal Trail has expressed no substantive opposition to the route on ceological

S 18 C.ER. § 380.15(¢).
? 1R CIR. § 38001 5(e .

Y Ailtensnom Pipeling Co., 1L.C., 141 TRRC 1161198, a1 P 37 (2012); see alvo Dominion
Framymission, dne, 135 FERC 11 61,239, a1 I' 73 (2012} trejecting o propused route thal was
"contrary to the Commission's preference for routing along an established right-ottway where
possible, as this generally reduces the Impacts of a new right-of-way ™y and Floride Gas
Fromsmission Co, LLC., 129 FERC 1161,150, al I 29 (2004).
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or cullural grounds. Sabal “Lrail has admilled orally (o AZ Ocala that FLRC policy lavors
pipeline roules 1hat are co-locaied. Although Sabal Lrail has indicated 1o AZ Ocala that its
Sccond Proposed Route (the Drake Reroute) is now its preterred rowre and that it won't suppott
the AZ, Ocala Proposed Route, Sabal Trail™s only stated objeclion to the AZ Ccala Proposed
Roule is that Sabal Lrail would have 1o notily addiional abuuing landowners.

However, Sabal Trail has known of AZ Ocala’s concerns and the A7 Ocala Proposed
Rouwte [or many months. Specific discussions about this roule allernalive ok place in the June
9. 2015 meeting between Sabal Trail and AZ Ocala, and have taken place in each meeiing or
conference call since then, Sabal Trail could have casily notified the additional landowners at
one of those earlier points in the process, and it would have had their comments and reactions
Tully i hand in July o August. Any objection aboul ringing additional landowners nto the
process has no merit; it could have been done months ago.

Moreover, by AZ (cala’s caleulation after reviewing maps and land records, there are
only 44 adjoining lots owned by 40 landowners along the AZ Ocala Proposed route. "This is not
a large number by any measure, It would not be a complicated task to notity these land owners
and take their views into consideration.

In addilion, it is important to emphasize that the AZ Ocala Proposed Roule is 1000 co-
located on AZ Ocala’s property, and as the attached expert report polnts out, there would be a
significant bufter between the pipeline and any homes on adjacent propertics. Given the width
of the pipeline right of way, the adjacent road width and road right of way, and the distance
bevond the road thal homes and structures appear W be on adjacen! properties, there would be a

butter of between 95 and 113 oot berween the pipeling and hames, A7 Ocala is not proposing
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that Lhe pipeline traverse (he properly of other landowners, and (his would be a more Lhun
adequale buller between the pipeline and the homes of adjacent land owners.
A7 Qeala docs not oppose this pipeline and does not seck to delay. In its discussions
wilh Sabal Trail, AX Ocala even ollered 10 assist m the nolilication of abulting landewners 10
that would expedile the process. Al ihis point, Sabal 1rail cannol persuasively argue that
notitying additional landewners would be burdensome or unwarranted, This is an issue Sabal
Trail could have and should have addressed months ago.
V. COMMUNICATIONS
A7 Oeala requests that all notices, orders, correspondenee. and other communications
related to this procecding be direeted to the following individual:
Willlam L. Massey
Covington & Burling LLP
One CityCenter
850 Toenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 200014956

‘lelephone: (202) 662-6000)
Email: wiassevigicov.com

VI,  CONCLUSION

Ay Ocala understands that Sabal Trail’s proposed pipeline has an important purpose and
is nat secking to delay 115 construetion or oppase its cortification. AZ Ocala's only concern is the
short portion ol the roude Lhat crosses its properly in Marion Counly, Florida.

AY Ocaly respeci[ully requests thal that Commission stalT review Lhe experl teport
submitted herein as Attachment 1, and that it evalvare the AZ Ocala Proposed Route in the
preparation of the tinal TS AZ Ocala turther requests that the Commission certiticate the AZ

Ocalu Proposed Route. For the reasons discussed above. the AZ Ocala Proposed Route is the
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superior route. It [ollows a Duke Lnergy transmission line and is 100% co-localed. I has a
lower probabilily of adverse environmental and cultural impacis than the iwo roules heretolore
proposed by Sabal Trall to cross AZ Oeala’s property. and is more consistent with the
Commission’s regulations and policies Lhal emphasirze bolh the consideration ol landowner

preferences and e use of exisiing righs of way in approving new pipeline construction.

Respectlully submilied,

Jaf Witfiem L. Masyey
William L. Massey
Attorney for

AZ Ocala Ranch, TT.C

Covington & Burling LILP
Omne CityCenler

850 lenth Street, NW
Washingion, DC 20001-4956
Telephone: (202) 662-6000
Tmail: winassey/icov.com

Dated: October 26, 2013
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CERTTFTICATE OF SERVICE

T hereby ecrtify that T have this day served the foregoing Comments ot A7 Ocala Ranch,
LLL upon each persun designated on the olficial service 1list compiled by the Secrelary in this
proceeding.

Dated at Washington, DC, this 26th day of QOctober, 20135,

Fitfieon L. Mussey
William L. Massey
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ATTACHMENT
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2015-048.102

PROPOSED SABAL TRALL GAS PIPELINKE
ALTERNATE ROUTE EVALUATION
MARION COLNTY, FLORIDA

Prepared by:

Breedlove, Dennis & Associates. Lng,
30 Last Liberty Strect
Lrooksville, Ilorida 34601
Phone: (352) 799-9488
Iax: {332) TU9-U388

and
Uays & Denmis, T.1.C
2244 5ih Avenue

Lowt Worth, X 76110
Phone: (817) 879-4350

Ocrober 1, 2013

accession number 20151026-5287.

The attachments to this letter are available for view on the FERC’s eLibrary site using
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541 Julia Street, Suite 300, New Orleans, LA 70130
Phone: 504.525.1528 Fax: 504.525.0833

RESTORATION
NETWORK

healthyqulf.org
26 October, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 first Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: FERC CP15-17 Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC ("Sabal Trail") in Florida, Georgia, and Alabama
Dear Ms. Bose,

| am writing on behalf of the Gulf Restoration Network (GRN), a diverse coalition of individual citizens
and local, regional, and national organizations committed to uniting and empowering people to protect
and restore the resources of the Gulf of Mexico. We object to the draft EIS for Sabal Trail
Transmission, LLC ("Sabal Trail", CP15-17), which is woefully lacking in information necessary to
comment on wetlands impacts. These concerns extend to Hillabee Expansion (“Hillabee”, CP15-16),
and Florida Southeast Connection (“FL SE”, CP14-544) as well.

First, we incorporate and adopt herein by reference the comments on this DEIS submitted to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on or about October 26th by GreenLaw, on behalf of
Chattahgochee Riverkeeper, Flint Riverkeeper, Kickee-Flint Group, GRN and the Sierra Club and by
the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League , and reserve the right to rely on these comments.

Second, the proper notifications and opportunities for public comment on wetlands have not been
undertaken to the fullest extent of the law. We have labored to reconstruct impact and mitigation
infarmation in the short time available to comment, but the fundamental issue remains that there is
little to no information on mitigation, such that an informed comment is impossible.

Given the magnitude of impacts of the project, it is likely that the wetlands impacts are not able to be
mitigated. This would explain the lack of information in the draft EIS. If wetlands impacts can be
mitigated, FERC must supplement the current EIS with sufficient infermation on impacts and mitigation
plans so that the public can comment.

We describe why comment is impassible, and specific inadequacy of mitigation information in the
sections below.

1. The Saba! Trail DEIS fails to adequately describe wetiand impacts to watersheds.

Wetland impacts of the Sabal Trail, Hillabee, and Flarida Southeast projects have been listed as
summary tables and as an appendix. The summary tables are by basic wetland type and state.
However, to comment on sedimentation and loss of water quality, the public must have knowledge of
what watersheds and waterbodies are impacted, not only the state or jurisdiction in which the impact
ocours.

COl15-1

Watersheds crossed by the SMP Project are listed in table 2.3.2-1 of the EIS
and include the milepost range that each watershed is crossed. The watershed
associated with a given wetland crossing can therefore be determined by
correlating the mileposts from each source.
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(cont’d)

CO15-2

CO15-3

The appendix describing wetland impacts lists the county of impact, which, although finer scale, is not
the watershed (HUC 8}, which is the basis for deciding on the appropriateness of a USACE mitigation
bank. Because the impacts are not described by watershed, there is no way for the puklic to comment
on the appropriateness of the mitigation banks listed {where they are evan listed), and whether such
banks even hold sufficient number of credits necessary for mitigation of ecological functions.

2. The Sobal Trail DEIS fails to deseribe the location and function of Limesink wetlonds.

Limesink wetlands are merely mentioned. Neither the wetland tables nor the appendix on wetland
impacts describes which items impacted are limesink wetlands, and to what degree. Nor is avoidance
or minimization described.

The public cannot comment on whether impacts have heen avoided or whether mitigation is
possible without geographic information on these special aguatic sites.

3. The Sabal Trail DEIS faiis to describe a Mitigation Plan, as described under 33 C.F.R, § 332.4(c}
and 33 C.F.R. § 33247

Federal law requires the applicant to compensate for, or mitigate, the damages resulting from the
destruction of aur nation’s wetlands, if the permit is issued. In the DEIS, there is only a vague mention
of propesed plans for the use of certain mitigation banks to offset any unavoidable losses to wetland
functions caused by project implementation. These mentions are arganized by project; each
succeeading project contains less and less information.

The Sabal Trail DEIS refers to the USACE process, but those public notices {SAM 2014 00238, SAM
2014 00655, SAS 2013 00942, SAJ 2013 03030, SAJ 2013 03099) are even more deficient in their
information of impacts and mitigation.

We have applied for the full application information from the Carps districts, but those FOIAs will not
be answerad until after the close of the FERC comment period,

It is impossible for the public to adequately comment on a project without being able to also review
more detailed proposed mitigation plans. For this reason, all permit applications and DEIS documents --
all documents subject to NEPA should include specific mitigation plans so that they can be evaluated
throughout the application process, rather than none of them,

According to the joint EPA/USACE “Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final
Rule” {33 CFR 332 4{c¢}), mitigation plans for all wetland compensatory mitigation projects must contain
specific elements, including:

CO15-2

C015-3

Limesink wetlands are discussed in section 3.4.3.2 of the EIS, including a
description of their occurrence, and we have amended this section to reference
the measures that Sabal Trail would implement to avoid and minimize impacts
on wetlands. In addition, we have amended table 3.4.1-2 to denote which
wetlands were identified as potential limesink wetlands.

See the response to comment FA2-3.
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site selection criteria

baseline infermation for impact and compensation sites
ecclogical perfarmance standards

manitoring requirements

Given the general failure of mitigation, the mere mention of a possible plan is obviously not sufficient
to evaluate whether the chosen mitigation plan is compensating for wetland losses accarding to these
four criteria, much less the full numbear. A mitigation plan could place wetland mitigation in another
Corps district, for example. A mitigation plan could be based on property that has not been purchased,
or land that is simply not able to be restored to a given level functional lift.

Due to the dearth of infarmation concerning mitigation plans, neither the CEIS nor Corps public notices
offer meaningful opportunity for gur members who reside near the development to scrutinize and
comment on the proposed project. Corps/EPA regulations concerning mitigation plans specifically
require that there must be “adequate [mitigation plan] information included ...to enahle the public to
provide meaningful comment,” praviding exception only for data which is “legitimately confidential for
business purposes.”!

The mere mention of the existence of some mitigation banks vaguely in the area, or rules on mitigation
banking cannot reasonably satisfy this requirement of “adequate information” to allow “meaningful
comment.” Mitigation banks in the region may lack the credits necessary for adequate compensaticn
of wetland functions, We assume this is the case, given the total lack of information given in the DEIS.

Considering that localities in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida have a strong public interest in minimizing,
in every watershed, the effects of water pollution and localized flooding, the nature and locztion (by
HUC 8 and linear stream) of compensatory mitigation is of vital importance to those whao wish to
provide meaningful comment.

Geography of impacts is not given, so the degree of insufficiency, both in terms of the magnitude of
credits and in terms of the appropriateness of the location, by watershed {HUC8), cannot be

determined. The Corps has prasented the public with even less information.

As mitigation must be in place before the permit can be approved, this is highly unsettling.

140 CFR § 230.94(b).
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Where is information missing? A Map

Fig 1. Graphic of the entirety of information on impacts (lines and circles) as well as mitigation bank
coverage (green polygons) listad in the draft DEIS. This information is wildly insufficient. It appears
that much of the impact is not being mitigated.

The Figure above represents the information available on the possibility of mitigation for the project by
the DEIS. Lines are estimates from a crude graphic of the Southeast Market Project, rather than a
precise display, because there is no other geographic information available on wetland impacts, even
in the 70 page appendix.

The gray line is the Florida Southeast Connection {CP14-554), the red line is Sabal Trail {CP15-17), and
the blue line is Hillabee Expansion (CP15-16). The circles are Compressor Stations. The green areas are
the HUC8 watersheds where mitigation is described taking place, according the DEIS.

This coverage is wildly insufficient, for each project, as well as the entirety of the Southeast Market
Pipelines Projects. There are many watersheds in which there are apparently large impacts, but no
mitigation at all.
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Further detail on mitigation requirements in 33 C.F.R. § 332 follows.

To satisfy the Clean Water Act, mitigation plans must provide a level of detail "commensurate
with the scale and scope of the impacts” (33 C.F.R. § 332.4{c)) and in¢lude the following

information:

"“A description of the resource type(s} and amount(s) that will be provided, the method of
ecoregion, physiographic province, or other geographic areas of interest.” 33 CF.R. §
332.4c)(2).

“A description of the factors considered during the site selection process, This should include
consideration of watershed needs, onsite alternatives where applicable, and the practicability
of accomplishing ecologically self-sustaining aquatic resource restoration, estahlishment,
enhancement, and/or preservation at the compensatory mitigation project site.” 33 C.F.R. §
332.4{c){3).

“& description of the legal arrangements and instrument, including site ownership, that will be
used to ensure the long-term protection of the compensatory mitigation project.” 33 C.F.R. §
332.4(c)i4).

“A description of the ecological characteristics of the proposed compensatory mitigation
project site... This may Include descriptions of historic and existing plant communities, historic
and existing hydrology, soil conditions, a map showing the locations of the impact and
mitigation site(s) or the gecgraphic coordinates for those site(s), and other site characteristics
appropriate to the type of resource proposed as compensation. The baseline information
should also include a delineation of waters of the United States on the propesed compensatory
mitigation project site.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4{c)({5).

“A description of the number of credits to be provided, including a brief explanation of the
rationale for this determination,” including “an explanation of how the compensatory
mitigation project will provide the required compensation for unavoidable impacts to aguatic
resaurces resulting from the permitted activity.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4{c)(6).

“Detailed written specifications and work descriptions for the compensatory mitigation project,
including, but not limited to, the geographic boundaries of the project; construction methods,
timing, and sequence; source(s) of water, including cornections to existing waters and uplands;
methods for establishing the desired plant community; plans to contrel invasive nlant species;
the proposed grading plan, including elevations and slopes of the substrate; soil management;
and erosion control measures.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4(c)(7).

“A description and schedule of maintenance requirements to ensure the continued viability of
the resource once inftial construction is completed.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4{c}{8}.
“Ecologically-based standards that will be used to determine whether the compensatory
mitigation project is achieving its objectives.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4(c}{9).
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“A description of parameters to be monitored in order to determine if the compensatory
mitigation project is on track to meet performance standards and if adaptive management is
needed. A schedule fer monitoring and reporting on monitoring results to the district engineer
must be included.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4{c}{10). The mitigation plan must provide for a monitoring
periad that is sufficient to demenstrate that the compensatory mitigation project has met
nerformance standards, but not less than five years. A longer monitaring period must be
reguired for aquatic resources with slow development rates (a.g., forested wetlands, hogs). 33
C.F.R. §332.6.

"A description of how the compensatory mitigation project will be managed after performance
standards have been achieved to ensure the long-term sustainability of the resources, including
long-term financing mechanisms and the party responsible for long-term management.” 33
CF.R. §332.4(c){11).

. "A management strategy to address unforeseen changes in site conditions or other

compaonents of the compensatory mitigation project, including the party or parties responsible
for implementing adaptive management measures. The adaptive management plan will guide
decisions for revising compensatory mitigation plans and implementing measures to addreass
hoth foreseeahle and unforeseen circumstances that adversely affect compensatory mitigation
success.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4{c)(12}.

“A description of financial assurances that will be provided and how they are sufficient to
ensure a high level of confidence that the compensatory mitigation project will be successfully
completed, in accordance with its performance standards.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.4c){13}).

The mitigation plan must provide fer a monitering period that is sufficient to demonstrate that
the compensatory mitigation project has met performance standards, but not less than five
years. Alonger monitoring period must be required for aguatic resources with slow
development rates (2.g., forested wetlands, bogs). 23 C.F.R. § 332.6.

. The compensatary mitigation requirements must be clearly stated and include special

conditions that “must be enforceable.” The special conditions must: “(i) Identify the party
respensible for providing the compensatary mitigation; {ii} Incorporate, by reference, the final
mitigation plan approved by the district engineer; (i) State the objectives, perfarmance
standards, and monitoring required for the compensatory mitigation project, unless they are
provided in the approved final mitigation plan; and (iv} Describe any required financial
assurances or long-term management provisiens for the compensatory mitigation project,
unless they are specified In the approved final mitigation plan...” 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(k}. “The
special conditions must elearly indicate the party or parties responsible for the implementation,
nerformance, and long-term management of the compensatory mitigation project.” 33 C.F.R. §
332.3().

“The real estate instrument, management plan, or other mechanism providing long-term
arotection of the compensatory mitigation site must, to the extent appropriate and practicable,
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(cont’d)

prohikit incompatible uses {e.g., clear cutting or mineral extraction) that might otherwise
jeopardize the chjectives of the compensatory mitigation project.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.7{a)}.

A key element of a legally adequate mitigation plan is the inclusion of ecological performance
standards for assessing whether the mitigation is achieving its objectives, and these are
described under 33 C.F.R. § 332.5.

“Performance standards should relate to the objectives of the compensatory mitigation project,
50 that the project can be objactively evaluated to determing if it is developing into the desired
resource type, providing the expected functions, and attaining any other applicable metrics
{e.g., acres).” 33 C.F.R. § 332.5(a).

“Performance standards must be based on attributes that are objective and verifiable.
Ecological performance standards must be based on the best available science that can be
measured or assessed in a practicable manner. Performance standards may be based on
variables or measures of functional capacity described in functional assessment methadalegies,
measurements of hydrology or other aquatic resource characteristics, and/or comparisons to
reference aquatic resources of similar type and landscape paosition. The use of reference
aquatic resources to establish performance standards will help ensure that those performance
standards are reasonahly achievable, by reflecting the range of variability exhibited by the
regional class of aquatic resources as a result of natural processes and anthropogenic
disturbances. Performance standards based on measurements of hydrology should take into
consideration the hydrelogic variability exhibited by reference aquatic resources, especially
wetlands. Where practicable, performances standards should take into account the expected
stages of the aquatic resource development process, in order to allow early identification of
potential problems and appropriate adaptive management.” 33 C.F.R. § 332.5(h}.

The information previded on impacts and mitigation is wildly insufficient for us to adequately
comment, especially on limesink wetlands. What is clear is that regulations are not being followed.

wWhat little information is available suggests that the mitigation available is wildly insufficient to
compensate for impacts to aquatic resources of the United States by these projects, whether examined
individually or together.

To assure that minimization and mitigation in the same watershed and far the correct type of wetlands
are grourring, we request that the mitigation bank and avoidance and minimization statement, for
each mitigation banic used, are included in future NEPA documents.

Due to the fact that this regulation is not followed, the DEIS is incomplete and must be supplemented
with information on impacts and mitigotion plans.
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We request a supplermental EIS with information on wetland impacts.

4. The final plan, including @ mitigation plan, must e made available to the public before any
permits are gronted.

We feel that the current DEIS is not adequate to fully involve the public in the FERC permitting process.
The anly item available to the public in the entire process is the DEIS and the Corps Public Notices,
which occurs before FERC, the Corps and the permittee go through the “avoid, minimize, and mitigate”
process. Therefore, the public is never given the opportunity to comment on the final project, including
the mitigation plan.

We have often been told that many changes happen to the permits before they are issued, but the
public never sees them until the wetlands have already been filled and water quality altered.

We request more information in the DEIS (e.g., location of impacts by watershed and by stream body,
necessity of project location, adequate alternative analysis, environmental assessments).

Due to the fact that this requiation is not followed, the DEIS is incomplete and must be supplemented
with a mitigation plan.

We request o supplemental EIS with Information on wetland impacts, including locations of impact,
locations of impact to fimesink wetlands, total impact (AAHU) by to watersheds (HUCS8), a list of
regional mitigation bonks with available credits by type and location {HUCS).

It seems thot the impacts cannot be mitigoted. FERC cannot issue o permit if wetland impoct cannot
be mitigated.

In order to keep us and the public properly informed, we request notification of
approvals/denials/changes to The Southeast Market Pipelines Project, the Sabal Trail DEIS, The Sabal
Trail project {CP15-17}, the Hillabee Expansion (CP15-16), and Florida Southeast Connection [CP14-
554).

We lock forward to a written response.

For & healthy Gulf,
[sent via e-file]

) 7
Moy
Scott Eustis, Coastal Wetland Specialist

Cer Matt Rota, Senior Policy Director
Cynthia Sarthou, Executive Director

C015-4
CO15-5

See the response to comment FA2-3.

See responses to FA2-3, CO15-1, and CO15-2. A supplemental EIS is not
necessary. The final EIS considers all comments filed on the draft EIS and
reflects changes made to the draft EIS per the comments received.
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October 20, 2013

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING
Kimberly D. Bose, Secrelary

Federal Enerpgy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re:  Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Sabal Trail Transmission, L1.C
Docket No. PF14-1-000
Scoping Comments

Dear Ms. Dosc:

The Georgia-Alabama Land Trust, Inc. (GALTY s an accredited land trust protecling over
260,000 acres of productive farm and forestland and sensitive wildlife and plant habitat
throughout Georgia and Alabama; all of this protected habitat was specifically identified for
permanent prolection due w its signilicant conservation value, as delined within both federal and
state law,

Notably, a significant portion of this protected land is located in southwest Georgia (the
Southeastern Plains ceoregion). a geography with signifieant bottomland hardwoaod torest,
depressional wetlands, and an incredibly high percentage ol prime and stalewide important soils.
Regreitably, this conservation value-rich ecoregion coincides with the path of the proposed Sabal
Trail Pipeline. Furthermore, the locations of some of our protected, high-conservation value
properties. such as Nonami Plantation n Dougherty County, fall directly within a proposed
pipeline route. GALT respeettully requests you consider the following commants:

The Pipeline Threatens Both the Community and the State of Georgia

The Southeastern Plains ecoregion has significant conservation valie. owing to [ts numerous
depressional wetlands, botlomland hardwood forests lime sinks, longleal pine-wiregrass
savannahs, and significant riparian svstems, such as the Tlint River. Notably, these arc all habitats
designated "high priority” tor protection by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
within the Georgia Comprehensive Wildlife Conservalion Stralegy (GUWUS). Promulgated by
the DNR and conservation partners including the US Fish and Wildlife Service. the GUWUCS was
developed w enable the DNRE to assess and address its outstanding wildlife diversity on a
comprehensive stalewide scale. Thus, the GCWCS describes a sirategy [or the comprehensive
conscrvation of CGeorgia's wildlife, including identifying high priority habitats in nced of
CO16-1 | protection. Pipeline construction would not enly immediately compromise significant amounts of

226 Old Ladiga Road = Piedmaont, Alabama 36272 |
lelephone 256.447.1006* Fax 888.876.3883 » Website www.galandtrust.org |

Col16-1

The commentor’s concern regarding impacts on wildlife habitat is noted.
Section 3.6 addresses wildlife impacts associated with the Sabal Trail Project.
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(cont’d)

CO16-2

CO16-3

COl16-4

these (GOWCS-designated "high-priorily” habitals. it would also subject them 1o an ongoing threat.
Accordinply. the proposal conllicts with the Stale’s existing Conservalion Siratepy.

Tt should be also noted that the Tlint River, which existing plans show the pipeline impacting
through crossings, is identified not caly by GCWCS ag a "high priority™ protection area. but alse
by the federal Pndangered Species Aot o 1973 {1:5A) mnd the rules promulgated by the US [ish
and Wildlife Service under authority delegated to it by the FSA. Speeifically, the LHA provides
for 1he conservatlon of endangered and Uwealened species ol [ish, wildlile, and pluns, by
identilving specilic species and habitals for various levels of prowction: The Flinl River is
designated "eritical habitat” under the .S A and its rules because of its importance fo federally
listed endangered species, such as gult moccasinshell, oval pigtoe. and shinvrayed pocketbook. all
known o the I'lint River Watershed.

‘This ecoregion also boasts some of the highest percentages of prime and stalewide mportant soils
within the slate. These soils are highly productive lor agricullural and Gmber purposes, oflen
outperforming other soils located elsewhere, Accordingly, preserving said soils vields o the
public the henefit of continued productive fanmland, ensuring its availability for such uses and
alleviating the necd to exploit less-productive seils clsewhere. The potential loss ot impact to
prime or statewide important soils is a significant risk that cannot be overlooked, To the event such
soily are compromised at any point in the luture, it would Lake more non-prime soils — and more
energy and resources being put into them — to generate the same agricultural and ceononmic output
and that previously resulted [rom he commpromised prime of stalewide important soils. Lherelore,
the mamtenance of prime and staewide imporlnt soils continues (o be of preal importance 1o the
people of Georgia and the public generally from both food sceurity and ceonomic perspectives

Unfortunately, much ol the land through which the pipeline purporls Lo cruss is eilther prime or
statewide important soils. This results in the pipeline contlicting with the goals of the Georgia
Conservalion Use Value Assessment program, which seeks 1o protect the conversion ol productive
agriculiural and [orested lund, as well as Subtitle 11 of Title XI1 ol the [ederal Food Securily Act
of 1983, as amcnded by Scetion 2307 of the federal Agriculweal Act of 2014, which secks to
protect properties containing high-value agricultural soils by ensuring their continued use as
productive working lands.

For these reasons, GALD believes the Sabal Trail Pipeline poses a signilicant and quantifiable
threat 1o the integrily ol prime farm and forest soils, sensitive wildlile and plant habituts, nparian
svstems. Tood security, and economic engines that are important w0 the paople of Georgla and. thus,
a more thorough investigation of the safety, environmental, and economic risks associated with
loeating the Pipeline and Station in the region should be conducicd.

Conclusion

In sumumary, GALL urges FERC (o Jurther investizale whether the Project’s potential impacts and
risks 1o important ecological services and habital, agricullural oulpul, food securily. and a key
ceohomic cnging to the community and State have been fully congidered in evaluating the Project’s
meril.

COl16-2

COl16-3

COl6-4

Section 3.3.2, 3.7, and 3.8 of the EIS state that the Flint River would be crossed
by the HDD method, which would minimize or avoid impacts to this sensitive
waterbody.

Table 3.2.1-2 discloses that operation of the Sabal Trail Project would impact
approximately 1,018 acres of prime and state classified soil in Alabama,
Georgia, and Florida. However, 86 percent of this impact would occur in the
pipeline operating right-of-way, where most agricultural land uses could
continue after construction. Section 2.3 describes the construction and
restoration methods that the Applicants would implement to reduce impacts on
soils and minimize erosion; section 2.3.2.5 specifically addresses topsoil
segregation and restoration methods in cultivated fields and pasture land.

Comment noted.
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Sincerely,
GEORGIA-ALABAMA LAND TRUST, INC.

7 /,. =3
I S

Hal Robinson, Esq.. LL.M.. Environmental Law & Energyv Policy
Director OF Legal Affairs and Compliance
Georgia-Alabama Land Trust, Inc.
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WWALS Walershed Codlilion, loc, a WATERKEEPER: Alliliate and 501(c}(3), PO Box 88, Hahira, GA 31632

Withla
Alapaha

Oelober 26, 2015

Norman €. Bay, Chaiman

Tony Clark, Conunisslener

Cheryl AL Lalleur, Commissioner
Phillip D. Moeller, Commissioner
Colerte T, Honovable, Commissioner
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 IFirst Street, N.E.

Washington, N.C. 20426

LRe: Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC
FERC Docket Na. CP15-17-000

Dear Commnissioners:

In denying Docket No. CP10-481, FFRC concluded that: “Turtle Bayou had not demonstrated a specific showing of
need for its proposed storage facility in proportion to the identified adverse impact on Mineral Interest Owners.” In
denying Spectra knergy's Algonguin Gas 'Lransmission LLC Docket No. CP04-358 and Keyspan LNG's €P04-223
and CP04-293 VERC said: “ Lhis order linds thal authorization ol KeySpan®s LNG imporl wrminal [ocilities, as
proposed, would be inconsistent with the public interest.™ The Floridan Aquiler is ol [ar greaer benelic 1o the people
of Florida and south Georgla than any salt deme, and tw Sabal Trail pipeline would bring o it more destruction and
hazards than would any LNG import facility, all with no benetit to the people of Georgia and none to the people of
Florida that could not be addressed more quickly with much cleaner and safer solar power. WWAT.S Watershed
Coalition, Inc, therefore recommends that FERC deny the unnecessary, destructive, and hazardous Sabal Trail natural
gas pipeline.

CO17-1 A the recommendation of Sabal Trail, T am forwarding to FERC an Amicus Bricf WWALS sent to a legal proceeding
in Leesburg, Georgia. At the recommendation of Joln Peconom, I am sending it directly to you the Commissioners, in
addition to tiling it in FERC Docket No, CP15-17.

WWALS Watershed Coalition advocates [or conservation and steveardship of the
Withlnconchee, Willacoochee, Alapaha, Timle, and Upper Suwanmee Tiver wotersheds in sonth Georgin and north Florida
through awareness, environmental monitoring, and citizen aclivilies

GEORGIA == river
Eamed R S NETWORK it #Y
COUNCIL g eonneeting people: sauing rhers AFFILIATE

e wwals ner WWALS Leosburg letrer te TERC cover page 1 of 2 wwalswatershedéamail com
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CO17-2

CO17-3

CO17-4

WIWALS Walershed Coalilion, Lnc., o WATERKEEPER:E Alliliate and 501(c)(3), PO Box 88, Hahira, GA 31632

See especially Section d.a., which details risks of drilling under the Suwannee and Withlacoochee Rivers in their
fragile karst terrain, and recent sinkholes that have opened in Lowndes County Georgia near the proposed Sabal Trail
crossing of the Withlacoochee River, in addition to the historic sinkholes that affected Valdosta's drinking water wells.
“That section reminds FERC again thal the Georgia Waler Coalition (GWC), a group of more than 200 organizations
represenling well over 2 quarler of a million Georgians published in its Dirly Dozen 2014, a list of the “Worst
Ollenses Againsl GEORGIA'S WATER,” llem number 9: “Wilhlacoochee River & Floridan Aquiler: Gas Pipeline
Threatens Southwest Georgia Water, Way of Life.”

Section 4.h. Geargia | aw is also relevant, containing examples of Spectra Fnergy's long record of negligence,
corrosion, leaks, and explosions. 1t alse notes that “Multiple Georgia counties (Terrell, Dougherty, Colguitt, Brooks,
and Lowndes) and two citics (Albany and Valdosta) have passed resolutions opposing Sabal Lrail's pipeline. In
addition, Lowndes County Chairman Bill Slaughter filed with VERC (*letter [rom Lowndes Counly Chairman Bill
Slaughter”, in FERC Dockel PI14-1, Accession Number 20140411-5077, 11 April 2014), lourteen poinls ol
ordinances anel permits Sabal Trail must get from Lowndes County or demonsteate it has goten [rom Georgla state
agencies.” Since then Moultrie, Georgla bas also passed a resoluton against Sabal Trail. Those county commissions
reprasent the vast majority of the population along the pipeline path in Georgia, and Albany, Valdosta, and Moultrie
are the three higgest cities along that route, In addition, Hamilton County, Florida was the fivst county to pass a
resolution against Sabal Trail. The people have spoken in more than a thousand e-comments to FPRC, and their
elected officials have hacked them.

As the attached Aunicus brief says, “no proposed route for Sabal Trail's pipeline through the Floridan Aquifer or under
the Withlacoochee River would be an environmentally reasonable route”, Okapilco Creek is also within WWALS
territory, and since the date of that brief Waterkeeper Alliance has added the entive watershied of the upper Suwannee
River 1o WWALS teritory. Wherefore now WWALS asserts there is no environmentally veasonable route under any
of thosa streams or through the Florida Aquifer for the Sabal Trail pipeline.

WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc, respectully demands FERC deny Sabal Trail's application lor a Certilicate ol
Convenience and Necessity.

Sinceraly,

15]

John 8. Quarterman

President

WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc.
a Warterkeeper® Alliance Affiliare

220-242-0102

wunwwwals nec WWALS Leeshurg letier to FLRE cover page 2 of 2

sl swatershed i gmail com

CO17-2

CO17-3

CO17-4

See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1 and 3.3 of the EIS
which characterize the geologic and hydrogeologic conditions in the project
area. Section 3.3.1.5 and, specifically, figures 3.3.1-3 and 3.3.1-5, detail the
proposed HDD crossings of the Suwannee River and Withlacoochee River in
Florida. Section 3.3.1.7 includes a detailed discussion of the potential impacts
associated with the HDD method at these locations and explains why
construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would not significantly
impact the Floridan Aquifer, surface waters, or springs.

As discussed in section 3.13.2, although this information is not relevant to the
scope of the Hillabee Expansion Project or Sabal Trail Project, Transco and
Sabal Trail provided a summary of the incidents on their respective pipeline
systems. The Commission reviews each project based on its own merits and
has siting authority for interstate natural gas infrastructure. PHMSA would
be notified of and investigate all pipeline accidents and take any necessary
action.

See the response to comment CO17-2.
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF LEE COUNTY

STATE OT GEORGIA

SABAIL TRAIT. TRANSMISSTON., T.1.C,
Plaintitt, Civil Action No.
14-CV-208RS
VS,

JAMES E. BELL, Il and ROBERT A BELL.

Detendants.

AMICUS CURIAE  OF WWALS WATERSIHED COALITION, Inc.

IN SUPPOIL OF DEFENDANTS THE BELLS

COMES NOW WWALS WATERSHED COALITION, INC. (WWALS), as fricnds of the
court and concerned citizens in the above-gntitled action in support of the Defendants and file

this their briel with the court in the above referenced case and states as [ollows and provides in

support thercof the following:

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page | of 48
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1. STATEMENT OF INTEREST

WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. (WWALS) is a Georgia nonprofit corporation and an IRS
301(cdi3) cducational corporation advocating for conservation of the entire watersheds of the
Withlacoochee and Alapaha Rivers in south Georgia and north Tlorida.' Sabal Trail Transmission
LLC {Sabal 1rail} proposes a natural gas pipeline under our Withlacoochee River. and through
multiple conntics in our watersheds, specifically Colguitt, Brooks, and Lowndes Countics,
Creorgia and amilton County, Florida. WWALS Is an intervenor against Sabal Trail's pipeline in
FERC Docket No. CP15-17.% Lhis 15 Lhe same pipeline Sabal Ttail proposes through Mitchell
County. Georgia, lecation of the subject property of this case. The WWALS Board of Trustces
voted 8 April 2013 to send this briet 1o the court to objeet to Sabal Trail's attemprs to elaim
(Feorgia eminent Jomain. Any such grant of eminent domain could have adverse ellects on the
Floridan Aquifer. which is the source of almost all water for drinking, agriculture, and industry in
WWALN watersheds, by theilitating the Implementation of that environtentally damaging and
hecardous plpeline, including destructive surveving and lest wells lony belore uny polential grant
of a federal permit. Such hvdropeology concerns have already caused Sabal Trail to move off the
Withlacoochee River in Tlorida. The same karst geology concecrns continue to apply across the

slate line where Sabal Trail sill proposes 1o cross the Withlacoochee River in Georgia .

™o counzel for a party authored this brief in whale or in part, and no counsel or party made 2 monetary
contriburion intended to fund the preparation or submission of this briefl No person ether than esifeus curiae. it
nembers, or s counsel made 8 monsaey eontribulion (o Iy preparation or submissien.,

FWWAT S Waiershed Coalition, Tne., ~Motion 1o Tmervene of WWALS Walershed Coalition, Tne, under CP13-17.

et.al” FTERC Accession Number 20141222-5054 22 Decenber 2014

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Warershed Coalition, Inc. pasc 3 of 48
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2. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Both [ederal and state law require balancing any alleped need ot a new pipeline apainst
adwverse environmental consequences, The Tederal Tinergy Regulatory Commission (FTRE), 0
which Subal Trail has applied for a permil, once denied o pipeline application becanse ol adverse
consequences on the owners of an underpround sall dome. Any alleged need [or Sabal 'Lrail's
proposed pipeling should have to meet & much higher standard to approach counterbalancing
damage 1o (he water supply Lor this enlire region.

In Georgia, while O.C.G.A. 22-3-81 (1) delines “pipeline™ as Lor *lhe ransportation ol
petroleum or petroleum produets in or through this statc™ it does not define petroleum products.
The 1.5 Energy Information Agency and the American Petroleum Institule deline nalural gas as
a petroleum product. Therelore O.C.G.A, 22-3-84 applies (o natural gas pipelines, and the
language about natural gas pipelines in OQ.C.GLA, 22-3-88 fluther limits the applicability of
eminent domain defined in previous seetions from OUCGLAL 22-3-80 onwards.

O.C.G.A, 22-3-84 requires any exercise of Georgla eminenl domain by a pipeline company 1o
be preceded by a permit from the Georgia Environmental Protection Division demonstrating
similar counterbalance against “undue Sozard 1o the envivonment and rafural resources of this
sterte ™. No such permil has been granled, and Sabal Lrail bas not even provided any evidence that
hearings for such a permit have been held or have cven been announecd.

For these and other reasons deseribad inthis brict, WWALS respectflly requests the court to

rule against Georgla eminent domain authority for S8abal Trail.

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 4 ot 48
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3. ARGUMENT

3.a. Evidence of the hazards

Ihe karst imestone geology conaining Lhe Floridan Aquiler is Tragile and easily damuged, as
evidenced most recently by a filing by FERC itself in its Sabal Trail docket CP13-17. and by
multiple studies by the TLS. Geological Swvey (1USGS), the Suwannee River Water Management
District (SRWMD), and professors al Valdosta State University {VSL, including the ones
deseribed in this brief and illustrated in exhibirs.

Noth Tlorida and Ceorgia geological experts have expressed coneerns about drilling under the
Withlacoochee River, which is in WWALS walersheds. The lechnique proposed is [1DD or
horizontal-directional drilling; see Sabal 'Trail’s “How We Cross Rivers & Streams” b Exhibit A,
Quating from “Summary of the April 1. 2015 imeragency mecting held among TTRC staff,
Florida Department ol Envirommental Protection, et al regarding the Southeast Markel Pipelines
Project under CP14-334 et al.” FERC Acoession number 20130401-4004, 1 April 2014:

JANTARY 22, 2005 FLORIDA KARST MEETING

The FIERC staff met with representatives from the Florida Depariment of
Environmentol Profeciion (FDEP), Flovide Gealogical Survey (FGS), Florida Park
Service (FPSL Swwannee River State Park, Swwarnee River Warer Management Tstricr
(S RIVALD), amd Soutfneest Flovida Water Moncgement District iISWFWMD). The mecting
wey frefed ot FOS offices in Taflahassee, Flovidn, .

- Seavat Trail kewst choracterizaion methods  exiseing dotabases uid
mapping,; aeriud photographic inierpretadion; geoteehmived studies; geophysicod

stuedics.

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 3 of 48
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Serhal Trail inderestimated kayst features - additional, more recent dota
availehle from agencies eluding LIDAR, potentiometric surfoce maps,
amd cave maps.

Highvsi agency concern iy avsocicled with fikely loss of driffing fluid
associated with HDDy in limestone bedrock including at the Suwannee,
Sustar Fe. and Witflacoochee rivers.

Deidiing futed fovs would ferve an environmental impect; visk and
mtgwribudle of Tmpact on groundwater, wells wnd springs should be based
on updated, siie-speclfic informailon,

Serbiid Frafl karss miligalion measures - procedures to limil HDE drilting

Huid loss; surface water, walar well, and spring monitoring aad mitization plans;

wnd sinkhole mirigation precedures

*
L]
L]
-
L]
L]
-

Monitoring and mitigarion plans should be based on wupdated. ske-specific
informetion aedd flow reelmes ar time of consiruction,

Consider using construction morerials fsand. gravel, cobble) fo mitigate
sinkRedes and other karst feattires encouniered during construction,

High volumes of grows con lovally affect aquifer girality and recharge.
Polvmers i fistoricedlv suceessiid in preveniing drilling fluid foss.
Pipeline right-of-war showld be Inspecited for signs of sinkhole aetiviiy
dffer major Fain evenss,

Privaie landowner adjacent to Siwannee River Siale Park oppases

coasiruction on his properdy, which is within a conservaiion easement. Minimize

aperuting right-of-way

i overfand route oceurs within the park.

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 6 of 48
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Emphasis added on Withlacoochee rivers. For the private landowner, see the section below
an Sinkholes at new Sabal Trail Suwannee River erossing.
In the sume 1 April 2015 FERC liling:
FEBRUARY 4. 2045 — GEQRGIA KARST MEETING
The FERE staff met with My, Jim Kennedy, (reorgia State (realogist, via conference
call. The primary purpose of the meeting way to discuss Georgia geologic and
hvdrogeologic information presenied by Sabal Trail i ity FERC upplication and other
sipplemental filings. Topics discussed included: ...
& (ne HDD would encounter fimestone bedrock (Withlacoochee River).
®  Discussed sinkhole development near Albany municipal well fleld,

Emphasis added on Withlacoochee River. The only place Sabal Trail’s current proposed
preferred route would cross the Withlacoochee River is just south of US 84 between Brooks and
Lowndes Counties in Georgia. Amicus WWALS is very concerned about that erossing. and the
other crossing at 1-75 on three alternate routes, both because the Withlacoochee River conlinues
to form sinkholes that leak into the Floridan Aquifer, and becavse similar coneerns just across the

state line already causcd Sabal Trail to move oft the Withlacoochee River in Florida.

3.a.i. Withlacoochee River Georgia leaks into Floridan Aquifer

Sinkholes on the Withlacoochee River notrth of Valdosta that leak into the Tloridan Aquifer
have already forced the City of Valdosta to double the depth of its water wells, and have foreed
the County of Lowndes 1o spend more than $300,000 on a sinkhole under a road.

Valdosta's water wells are now 4} feet to got below Withlacooches River warter in the aquifer,

See | January 1999 USGS study, Box E on Page 63 in Fxhibit B.

Civil Case number 13-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Watershed Coalitien, Inc, page 7 of 48
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As TISGS noted, water underground travels for miles, and often not in the same direction as
the Withlacoochee River (or any river) flows above-ground.

According 1o the Ciwy of Valdosta™s Waler Trealmenl web page, accessed 3 April 2015:

Where Does Your Water Come From

The City of Valdosta obiainy ifs weder supply from cight (81 wells that are drifled into
ot widerground laver of porous. water bearing limestone known as the Lipper Floridan
Aguifer. This limestone layer les nader most of South Georgia and all of Florida,
Ceneratly, the ewpaifer is able o provide o prodific supply of good cleemy weder. In
Faldasia. the iop of the agudfer Bes approximaiely 200 feel below ground surface and the
City's wells are drifled an additional 200 feet into the limesione. The Flovidan Aquifer in
the areer of Yalelosta amd Lovwaeles County iy fmown as o farst aguifer. This is on agutfer
fret o cracks, nadergrommd sofution chamnels, wrd coverns, These cracks con provide
o rontte to allow cortaminanis to enter the aquifer. move abont in the agutfer and alter
the weter supplv anel cem carse special chaflenges for the Citv's weler svstem

Formation of such sinkholes has not slopped. Geology 'rofessor Don Thieme of Valdosia
State University has documentad a sinkholc that formed within two months at the junction of

Cherry Creek with the Withlacoochee River. This Chenry Creek Sink Is in the same sinkhole arca

marked on the USGS map in Llostration | above. As vou can see in Exhibil C, which is a piclure

with a man standing insicke, the Cherry Creel Sink is large.

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Warershed Coalition, Inc. pasc 8 of 48
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Prof. Thieme remarks that in 2014 slides (see Exhibit C) that the rock formations under those
sinks are:

*  more pronounced and consistent than can be inferred from previous descriptions
*  very hydrologically significant for Withlacoochee River at Valdosta! !

Prof. Thieme and colleagues have mapped many other sinkholes throughout Lowndes County,
including the one under a house garage east of the Withlacoochee River pictured 28 August 2012
in Exhibit D.

In 2007, a sinkhole opened under Snake Nation Road in Lowndes County, west of the
Withlacoochee River sinkhole area marked on the USGS map in Exhibit B. This sinkhole was
closer to the Withlacoochee River's tributary, the Little River. Lowndes County filled it in, but as
reported by Jade Bulecza for WALB TV in “Sinkhole opens in Lowndes County™ on 1
November 2010, this sinkhole reappeared 30 October 2010, as shown in the picture in Exhibit E.

Kay Harris reported for the Valdosta Daily Times in “Solutions to fixing sinkhole not easy” on
19 November 2010,

The Snake Nation Road sinkhole has proven a more difficult problem than originally
expected. It is believed an underground cavern is causing the ground to collapse.

Lowndes County Engineer Mike Fletcher said the county hired Geohazards to conduct
a geological survey around the hole. By drawing grids north and south, east and west,
extending 550 feet around the hole, the company has found a large section adjacent to
the hole that is in danger of collapsing as well as a second area farther down the road.

“This is much more serious than we first thought,” said Fletcher. “We are looking at

our oplions now to see what can be done.”

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 9 of 48
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Jade Bulecza reported for WALB TV in “Lowndes Co. finds a sinkhole solution™, 1 Amril
i,

Snake Nafion Road will be adiusied norihweard so motorists con go arowd the hofe,
und they're Boping to start work or it somelime (his susmmer.

They estintote the project will cost ahout 300 (00L Abour three years ogo the sinkhole
opened for the fivst iime and comtractors pud in aboud 12,000 vards of broker concrele
crtef pebble 1o fHE 0 up.

"We thowshit what we had was & good base 1o build a road back up bt wafortunately
theet meneried By gone ared were nos sure where By gone 0 buf i85 no longer vhere, " saied
Cennty Engineer Mike Fleicher,

Qfficials sov the oprion they chose is more cost effective than filling it up and building
oo Foceed over 1 Thev afse sy o sonar deleeied anodher sinkhole underneath grownd on
sreke polion rowd right beside the cirrent o,

The arca around the Withlacoochee River in south Georgia {see Txhibit T is viddled with
underground caverns thal easily form sinkholes, in creeks, under gurages, and under rouds. Such
sinkholes have already cost the City of Valdosia and the Counly of Lowndes subsiantial sums.
We do not need an additional risk of sinkholes that could lealk into our drinking warcr in the
Floridan Aquifer or cause further property damage. This is not a good place to put a new
pipeline, especially one as large as Sabal 1rail proposes: 36-inch diameter plus another 12 inches

for each borehole,

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 11 ot 48
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Floridan Aquifer fragile across the state line into Georgia

The Georgla-Tlorida state line does not interrupt underground hydrology.

In a letter of 27 March 2014 w0 Laura P. Milligan, persommel of the Florida Department off
Environmental Protection (FL DEP}, including the map in Exhibit G, That letter noted:

I same local areas horizomial drilling rear sireams and rivers could impact local flow
systems. The deeper hovizontal drilling required to pass under lurge vivers like the
Swveanmee could poteniially imercept karst conduits. Some possibility of restriction or
redireciion of growndwaier flow exists. This conld affect groundwarer flow o Tocal
springs and Impaet Minimum Flows and Levels

Ihey included the map on the right above n Hlustration 7, showing Sabal Trail™s proposed
path going through the most vulnerable areas of the Flordan Aquifer in nerth Florida.

The vulnerability of the Flovidan Aquiter does not stop at the state line, as you can sec in the
map in Exhibit 11 rom USGS 19 April 2012, Lowndes and Brooks Counties Georgia conlinue
the same affected area of the above map. The Floridan Aquifer extends all the way under Sabal
Trail’s proposed path through Colquitt, Dougherty, and Mitchell Counties to T.ee County,
Ceorgia, underneath the subject property and the Leesburg courthouse.

The Georgla Water Coalition (GW) is a group of more than 200_organizations representing
well over a quarter of a million Georgians; WWALS is 2 GWC partner, Annually GWC publishes
the Dirly Dozen, A list ol the “Worst OlTenses Aguinst GEORGIA™S WATER.”™ In Georgia Waler
Coalition Dirty Dozen 2014, ilem number 9 is “Withlacoochee River & Floridan Aquifer: Gas

Pipeling Threatens Southwest Georgia Water, Way of Tite™, which begins:

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Watershed Cealitien, Inc. page 11 of 48
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“The Sahal Trail pipeline s path aeross southwest Georgia would require boring
undergronnd pipelines heneath the Withlaconchee, Flint and Chatrahoochee rivers as
well as numerous smaller strecans, and will course underground above the Floridun
aejieifer. While the Sabal Tradl pipeline s pureat companies would have residents beliove
their 3-foor-diameter pipe is o benign neighbor, the history of gas pipeline accidents and
ervironmental ifls pols o different pictare.”

Clearly there are significant problems with routing a 36-inch pipeline under fivers and through
a drinking-water aguifer in tragile karst limestone, and significant public opposition, Opposition
in Florida already moved the Sabal Trail pipeline ofT the Withlueoochee River in that state (or

similar reasons.

3.a.iii. Sabal Trail moved off the Withlacoochee River in Florida

Ann B. Shortell, Executive Director of Florida's Suwannee River Water Management District,
lold FERC (“Comment letter and technical memorandum of Suwannee River Waler Management
District under PF14-1.7 FERC Aceession Number 20140418-516%, 18 April 2014) of numerous
concerns about blasting, testing walter extraction and wastewater, and these items:

® Porlions of the roule may pass through shallow karst with extensively developed
cavernous porosity, Shallow caves may be of sufficient size to preclude installing
effective support lor the pipe.

®  Grouling in cavernous porosily zones may be meflective. Excessive grout
pumping may cause localized groundwater contamination if pumped into flow gystems.

® Horizonial directional drilling in cavermous karst has poteniial 1o wigger sinkhole

tormation or disruption of natural groundwater tlow patterns.

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Watershed Cealition, Inc. page 12 of 48
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When Sabal Trail proposed to cross the Withlacoochee River in Florida, Hamilton County,
Tlorida resident Chris Mericle (now a WWALS hoard member), posted a videa, “Our [Telly
Point Treasures™, on Youlube (13 July 2014; see Exhibit 1} of many ol the springs and sinks in
ar near the Withlacoochee River around the area Sabal Trail proposed 1o cross. One is pictured
an the right here in Mustration 9.

Chris Mericle commissioned a hydrogeological study by Geologist Duvid Brown, “Sabal Irail
methane pipeline crossing of Withlacoochee River™, 22 Aupust 2014 {see Exhibit J) which
includes numerous instances of sinkboles near the Withlacoochee River in Tlorida, and the
llustrations in Exhibit ) ol [urther sinkholes as a possible consequence ol drilling inder ihai
river.

The same kind of trac-out could ocewr under the Withlacoochee River in Gieorgia.

As aresull of such evidence of envirenmental havards from the proposed Sabal Trail pipeling,
the Hamilton County Board of Conumissioners passed RESOLUTION 2015-02 on 22 August
2014 agking Sabal Trail to move off of the Withlacooches River in Florida. The Hamilwon
County Bowrd of Commissioners also later [fled “Motion o ntervene of [amillon Counly,
Florida Board of County Conmmissioners under CP13-17. =, FERC Accession N umber
2041 218-5333 . 18 December 2014, hitps:felibrary fore gonvdidmwstile listasp?
document id=14282868.

Clris Mericle and Hamilton County resident Deama Meticle (now a WWaLS membery
conducted a tour of the allected area with multiple personnel from Sabal Trail and FERC on 9
September 2014, Chris Mericle showed the springs and sinks video, “Our Holly Poim
‘ITeasures™, (o the Sabal "Ttail and FERC vepresenlalives on that Lour. Al least one Subal Trail

representative said he had already walched it

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 13 of 48
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Chris Mericle reported to FERC 16 September 2014 about the Sabal Trail and FERC visit to
the affecred arca in Hamilton County, Florida (Accession number 20140916-5019. Note Andrea
CGrover, Direclor ol Stakeholder Outreach, Specira Energy and Gus MeLachlan, Envirommental
Manager, Sabal Trail. in the picture in Exhibit K that was taken at that visit.

In its next set of proposed route maps (“Sabal Trafl Transmission, I.1.C submits its Response
Lo August 26, 2014 S1alls Comments on Drall Resource Reporl under Dockel No. PF14-1.7
FERC Accession number 20140915-5150, 15 September 2014}, Sabal Trall moved off the
Withlacoochee River in Tlorida. Tt this evidence was good enough for the Withlacoochee River
in Florida, it should be good enough lor the Withlacoochee River in Georgia, especially
combined with the copious USGS. VSU, Valdosta, and Lowndes County evidence of sinkholes,

underground caverns, and leaks into the Floridan Aquiter in Lowndes County, Georgia.

3.a.iv. Sinkholes at new Sabal Trail Suwannee River crossing

Moving Sabal Trail’s proposed pipeline path ofT the Withlacoochee River in Florida did not
solve the hydrogeology problems. Exiensive documeniation by USGS and SRWMD demonsivate
widespread flow through connceted underground caverns, some of which actually cross the
Suwannee River and come up next to the Withlacoochee River. And this hydrogeology does not
slop at the stale line.

On 4 December 2014, SRWMD published (see Exhibit L) results of a dye test of 4 September
2014, in which colored dye was introduced into the Talmowth Cavern System far into Suwannce
County on Lhe south side of the Suwamee River, and some of the dye came up in
Suwanacoochee Spring on the north side of the Suwannee River in Madison County on the
Withlacoochee River, as shown in the map in Tixhibit T.. This underground connection was

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curiae WWALS Watershed Cealition, Inc. page 14 of 48

Company and Organization Comments



0120

CO17 - WWALS (cont’d)

Z0151026-5435 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 072672015 3:58:52 DM

previously unknown. It illustrates the widespread extent and the little-mapped nature of the
underground connections in this reglan of north Flovida and south Georgia,

Ihis dye Lest s directly relevant o the roule ucrosy Lhe Suwannee River that Sabal ‘Tail now
proposes to aveid the Withlacoochee River in Florida. On 29 Jamuary 2015, Thomas S. Edwards,
manager of TSTE Plantation, on the south side ot'the Suwannee River where Sabal Trail proposes
Lo cross, [led with FERC {*Supplemental Inlormalion / Request ol Edwards & Ragale, PA.
under CPL5-17. Supplemental Comments of Proposed [atervener. Thomas S, Edwards, Manager.
TET Plantation, 1.1.C Opposing Portion of Sabal Trail Route and Related Motion o Accept Tate
Comments.” FERC Accession number 20130129-5192, 39 Junuary 2015), in which he detailed
in maps and ext sinkholes that Sabal Lrail had not aceounted oz in its previous Olings, Edwards
is the private landowner referred to in the 1 April 2015 TTRC filing noted abave,

On 16 March 2015, Ldwards liled again with FERC (“Ldwards & Ragaly, PA. Second
Supplemental Comments of Proposed Ltervener, Thomas 5. Edwards. Jr., Manager, 1SE
Plantation, I.T.C Transmiing Fnvironmental Smdy under CP15-177 TTRC Acecssion number
20150316-53099, 16 March 2015), that time including a copy he annotated ol a 29 Augusl 1499
SRWMLY repont, “Baseline Inventory Report for the Warner-Harrell Conservalion Easement

Tract in Suwannce County, Florida™, 29 August 1999, which reveals even maore sinks and

underground connections, known for more than a decade before Sabal Trail preposed its pipeline,

vel nol accaumed for in Sabal ‘Trail’s filings.
Similarly in Georgia. the Shadrick Sink. the Cherry Creek Sink, the Snake Nation Road
Sinkhale, and numerous other hydrogeological teatures of the Withlacooehee River basin and the

Floridan Aquiler have not been adequately considered by Sabal Trail. I s the opinion of’
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WWALS that such hydrogeological features mean that any route of Sabal Trail’s pipeline

through this arca would pose too much environmental risk.

4. Matters of law

Both federal preeedent and Georgia law require any alleged need for a new pipeling to be great

enough to counterbalance environmental hazards.

4.a. FERC precedent

According to FERC personnel working on the Sabal ‘Trall project, FERC has only in recent
memory denicd two pipeline permits, one of which was for Turtle Bayou Gas Storage Company.
That denial was largely for environmental reasons. FERC issued ORDER DENYING

APPLICATION FOR CERIFICATE AUTHORIZAATIONS for Turlle Bayou. in FERC Docket

Nao, CP10-481-000. 16 June 2011;

On Augusi %, 2010, Turtle Buvou Gas Storage Company, LLC (Turife Bayow) filed an
upplicasion in Pocked No, CPIO-481-000 under section 7rc) of the Nawwrdl Gas Aot
INGA), T requesting a certificate of public convenience and necessity ynder Part 137,
Subpart A, of the Commission’s regulations2 awthovizing the construction and operation
of « sadt dome natwral gas storage fucility and associated pipefine facilities in Chambers
and Liberty Counties, Texas. In addition, Turtle Bavou seeks a blanket certificate under
Port 137, Subpart F, of the Commission’s reguledions (o engage in eerioin efigible
consiruction activitiesd und a blanket certificate under Part 284, Subpart G, of the

regulations to provide open-access transporiation services, including storage service.4
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Turtle Bayow also requesis awthority o charge markei-based rates for its storage
services, and accordingly seeks a waiver of ceriain filing, acconnting. and reporting
requiremenis. As discussed below, the Commission denies Turtle Buvou s application for
the requested ceriificate awihorizations.

Turtle Bayou appealed, FERC replied in Dockets CP10-481-002 and CP10-481-000, QRDER

DENYING REQUEST FOR RETIEARING OR RECONSIDERATION (Issued April 11, 2012):

The June 16 Order found thai the proposed profect was 1ol required by the public
convenience and necessity. 4 As described in the Commission s policy statement on
certification of new facifities. 3 if a proposed project will cause adverse impacts, the
project praporent nmusi demonstrate a sufficient showing of need for the project 1o
balance the adverse impacts. 6 The owners of the ofl, gas, and other minerals? (facluding
sair) in the salt formation where the proposed subswrface caverns would be located
profested the application, asserting that Tiritle Bavou had not oblained the necessary
property and mineral rights for consiruction and operalion of the proposed projeci, The
Commission found that the potential use of eminent domain to aoguive the necessary
property Fights would be a significant adverse impeet on Minerad ievest Ovwners,8 aned
concluded that Turtle Bavou had rot demonstraied o specific showing of need for ifs
proposed storage facility in proportion fo the identified adverse impact on Mineral
Interest (wners. 9

This pair of FERC Orders is one of only two cases FERC personnel assigned to the Sabal Trail
dockets could find in which FERC ever denied any pipelines, so this issue ot adverse impact on

Mineral Inlerest Owners musl be important.
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If oil, gas, and other minerals under Turtle Bayou count that much. the underground caverns
and gbove-ground springs of central Tlorida and south Georgia should count at least as much.
And il a salt dome under that Texas bayou is enough of a hardship 1o deny eminent domain,
drinking water in the Floridan Aquifer under south Georgia and all of Florida should be more

than cnough.

4.b. Georgia Law

Q.C.GAL 22-3-81 (1) delines “pipeline™ us for “the transportation ol petroleum or petroleum
products in or through this state” but it does not define “petroleum products™. The U.S. Enerpy
Tntormation Agency (cia) defines natural gas as a petrolenm product. See cia web page

hitpeffwww.ela.govioolsTagsTag.cm7id=34&1=06 accessed 11 April 2015:

How much oil iy wsed (o make plesiic?

T the United Stares. plastics are nof made from crinde ofl. They are manufoctured from

petroleum products, which include lguid petrotewm gases (LPG) and patural gos liguids

(NGL). and patural gus.

The American Petralcum Institute (APT) also says natural gas pipclines are for transporting

petroleum products, in their web page Transporting (il and Natural Gas, http:/fwww.api.orgfoil-
and-natural-gas-overview/lransporting-oil-and-nalural-gas, accessed 11 April 2015:
Pipelines
The netion's more than 190,000 miles of liguid pipelines and over 30,000 miles of
nerivered gos pipelines, which are the primary means of moving petrolern products to

consumer migrkets, Pipelines are safe, efficient and. because most are buried largely

HRSEER.
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Therefore O.C.G.A, 22-3-84 applies to natural gas pipelines, and the language about natural
gas pipelines in OLCG AL 22-3-88 further Himits the applicability of eminent domain defined in
previous sections om Q.C.GLA, 22-3-80 onwards.Georgla law also requires need [or any
petroleum or natural gas pipeline to outweigh environmental hazards. See O.C.GLA. 22-3-84
(2010) reters to a requirement for a certiticate of eonvenienee and necessity tram the Georgia
Department of Tramsportation, and adds environmental requirements.

We quote O.C.GLAL 22-3-84 here in full, interspersed with specific applications to this case:

22-3-84. Permit from director of Environmental Protection Division of Department of
Neurad Resources, veguirements and considerations; approval

fer) 4w elelition 1o ehiaining a certificele ay reguived in Code Section 22-3-83, a
pipeline compony shall, prior to the exercise of the power of eminent domain, obigin a
permil from the divector of the Envivonmental Protection Division of the Deperimest of
MNedural Resvrrces ay provided i this Code seciion

) The Board of Narwral Resources shadl. pursuant #o Chapier 13 of Tile 30 the
“Cieorgia Administradive Procedre Act " issue vules and regulations governing the
obieining of the permit provided for i subsection fa) of this Code section which shall
Inchude:

{1) Reasonable public notice 1 an ovrer of propery who, after reasonable efforts,
comrel persenally be given dhe notice in subsection (e of Code Section 22-3-82;

12} Reasvnable public auiice of the filing of an applivation for ¢ permit,

Where is the evidenee ot any such public notice of the tiling ot an application for a permir?

WWALY s aware Sabal “Itail has applied 10 GA EPD for an air quality permit Lor its proposed
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Albany Compressor Station, but where is the public notice for a GA EPD) permit tor the pipeline
itaclf?
3 Provisions for hearings on alf applications for such permies; and
What public hearings have been held by A EPD?
f4) A requivement thet no such permit shadl be granfed by the division unless, prior to
the conxiruciion of any poriion of the petrolesm pipeline project for which the we of the
pever of eminent domain piay be required. the pipeline company has submitted the
proposed siting of stch portion of the pipeline profect ro the division with appropiicie
meHices therenf to affecied parites and wndess the division divector determines after o
hewring thal the lecalion, constriciion, and muintenance of such portion of the pipefine
s consistent with and rot an sndue hazard to the enviromment and natural resources of
this state, delermingd i gccordimce With the factors sef forth in subsection (e of this
Crale yection,

The ¢videnee submitted in this brict demonstrates that Sabal Teail's proposed pipeline s not
consistent with and 1s an undue harzard o the environment and natural resources ol Lhis slale, and
in any case there have been no hearings and not even any public nvtice of hearings by GA EPD
an any such permit requested by Sabal Trail,

fe) In making the decision required by paragraph (4) of subsection (b) of this Code
section. the director shall deiermine:
1) Whether the propused route of such portion of the pipeline is am envirormentally

recsonable rowte:
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The evidence submitted in this brief indicates no proposed route for Sabal Trail's pipeline
through the Floridan Aquiter or under the Withlacoochee River would he an environmentally
reasonable route, and in any case no public hearings have been held 1o determine that,

t2) Wheikher ofher corvidors of public wilities already in existence may reasonably be
used for the siting af sueh portion of the pipelive;

One exlsting pipeline does run through a roule similar (o that proposed by Sabal [rail: the
much smaller pipeline owned by Southern Natural Gas (SONAT), and constrveted in the 1950s,
SONAT s pipeling is repotted to be 9 or 10 inches in diameter along the route Sabal Trail would
Tollow, su Sabal Trail’s 36-inch pipeline would have roughly 13 1 16 limes (he area, and al
higher pressure. Lhus Sabal Trail would have much gresier gas Qow and much greater potential
for Icaks and explosions and much greater hazard it those should oceur, along with the hazards of
sinkholes Jeaking mlo the Floridan Aquifer.

SONAT has filed extensive conunents against Sabal ‘Trail: see *Comments to Oclober 13,
2014, Wotice of Tntent 1o prepare an Environmental Tmpact Statcment for the Planned Southeast
Market Pipelines Project ol Southern Natural Gas Company, L.1..C. under PI'14-1.7 FERC
Dockel PF14-1, Accession number 20141113-5199, 13 November 2014, SGN AL then [iled as an
intervenar againgt Sabal Trail (“Motion to Tntorvene and Comments of Southern Natural Gas
Company, 1.1.C. under CP13-17." FERC Accession number 201412 16-53235, 16 December
2014, saying Sabal ‘Lrail proposes 10 cross SONA1's pipeline Jar loo many mes, and o do so
by drilling under it using an mlerior method, potentially causing mstability of the existing
pipeline, Sabal Trall’s response (“Sabal Trail Transmission. TT.C submits its response to
comments liled by Southern Natoral Gas Company,L.L.C. on March 26, 2015 under CP13-17.7

FERC Accession number 20130401-53669, 1 April 20131 did not address all of SONATs stated
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concerns, specifically not Sabal Trail’s drilling methods; instead it asked FERC to deny
SONAT s request for a technical conference.,

IT Sabal Trail's drilling methods are Inappropriate lor drilling under a pipeline, they ure even
maore inappropriate for drilling under the Withlacoochee River or above the Floridan Aquifer.

{3) The existence af ony Incal coniug ardinances and that such portion of the project
wilf comply with ihose ordinances waless fo require such complionce would impose an
nrredsorable burden on the projeet as weithed anainst the purpose of such ordinances;

Mukiple Georgia countics {Terrell, Dougherty, Colquitt, Brooks, and T.owndes) and two cities
(Albany and Valdosla} have passed resolutions opposing S8abal Trails pipeline. In addition,
Lowndes Counly Chairman Bill Slaughter filed with FERC (“letter fom Lowndes County
Chairman T3ill Slaughter”. in TTRC Docket PF14-1, Aceession Number 2014041 1-3077, 11 April
2014Y, fourteen points ol ordinunces and permils Sabal Trail must gel From Lowndes County or
demonstrate 1 bhas gotten from Georgia state agencles. Where Is Sabal Lrail's evidence that it has
complicd with auy of those ordinances or gotten any of those permits? Where iz Sabal Trail's
evidence (that it has complied wilh local ordinances in other (ieorgia counties, or gollen
appropriate permils rom them? Without such evidence Sabal 1rail has not satisfied O.C.G.A.
22-3-84(2)(3).

14) That ample opportunity has heen afforded for public comment, specifically
clucing byt not mited (o commend by the governing bodh of any mmicipediny or
corrry within which the proposed project o any part thervof s to be focated: and

Where is Sabal Trail's evidenee of public comment to GA TPD about a pipeling permit by
county or city governing bodies including but not limited (o the cites of Valdosla, Quitman,

Moulirie, and ihe counties of Lowndes. Brooks, and Colguiti?
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{5) Such reasonable conditions to the permit as will allow the monitoring of the effect
of the peirolewn pipeline upon the praperty subjected to eminent domain and the
surrounding ervivorment and natural resources.

Where is any evidence of GA EPD taking into account the public record of negligence,
corrosion, leaks. and explosions by onc of Sabal Trail's parcnt companics? Sabal Trail
Transmission LLC s a joint venture of NextEra Energy of Juno Beach, Florida and Spectra
Energy (Spectra) o Houston, Texas. Specira has a long history of monitoring and salety
violations, including for cxample a Final Notice of 12 December 2013 issued by the Pipeline and
Iazardous Materials Safety Ageney (PTTMSA) 1o Spectra CLO Greg Fhel, with tines for five
violations of lederal regulations and Specira’s own company procedures. Specira also received a
record $15 million EPA fine in 1989 for leaking P'CBs at 89 pipeline sites, and an even larger
$18.6 million tine from Penngylvania for some of the same PCT leaks, plus a $200 million
cleanup charge.

The National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) instructed PHMSA 1o improve pipeline
satety measures in *Safety Study: Integrity Management of Gas Transmission Pipelines in High
Consequence Arcus, NTSB 88-15/4017, 27 January 2013,
http:/fwww.ntsh.govinews/events/Documents/2015 Gas Transmission S5 BMG Abstract.pdf.

™NTSD said its motivation for the study was three reeent explosions it reported: the 2009 Palm

. Lthe 2010 San Bruno
California PG&E Pipeline Rupture and Fire, and the 2012 Sissonville. West Virginia I-75 house
destruction, about which NTSD said:

These three accidents resulted in 8 futalities, over 30 infuries, and 41 homes destroyed

with many more domaged.
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Three of Sabal Trail's alternate routes would go directly across 1-75 from Lowndes High
School, much like the FGT pipeline situation pictured in Tixhibit M from NTSB PAR-13-01 of 13
August 2013, about the Palm Cily, Flonida incidenl.

That NTSB BAR-13-01 report identified $606,360 in damages and clean-up costs. What if
Sabal Trail's pipeline ruptured near a sehool, or caused a sinkhole into the aquiter?

INTSB reporting on PITMSA’s failures goes much {urther back. Spectra’s 1994 Durham Woods
apartment fire in Edison, NJ sent children screaming into the night and leli hindreds homeless
after major property destruction, Writing about that fire (NTSB, "RESPONSE TO PETITION
FOR RECONSIDERATICN™, Re: Pipeline Accident Rdison, New Jersey, March 23, 1994,
NTSB Report: PAB-93/01, 18 May 2001), NTSB reconfirmed that Specira’s own contractors had
damaged the subject Texas Eastern Transmission (TETCO) pipeline in 1986 and TETCO (now
Speetra) had done nothing ta repair it or to stop the corrosion that eventually cansed the
explosion elght years later.

INTSEB reported (“Plpeline Accident Report: Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Company Ruprures
and Tires at Beaumont, Kentucky on April 27, 1985 and Lancaster, Kentueky on February 21,
1986,” NTSB/PAR-87/01, 18 February 1987; see Exhibil N} that Spectra’s Lexas Baglern 19835

Beaumont, Kentucky explosion and fire killed 5, burned 3. and destroved numerous houses and

cars, and its 1986 Lancaster, Kentucky explosion and fire injurcd three people., two seriously,
evacuated 77, and destroyed more buildings and cars, plus ripping 480 leel of pipe oul of the
ground. NTSB wrote in the sane report;
“The probable cause of the pipeline accident near Lancaster, Kentucky, was the failure
of the Texay Eustern Gus Pipeline Company o Jully investigate the extent and severily of

previousiy detected and inspected corrosion-caused damage and io repluce the damaged
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segmicat of pipeline before is failure. Coniributing fo the accident was the lack of gas
compuny: gnidelines for its personnel for further imspection and the shat down or
reduction i line pressure upon delecting corrosion damage on ity pipefine.”

Thirty years later the same pattern of negligence. corrosion, leaks, and explosions continues.
as evidenced by the NTSB report on the 1994 explosion and the 2013 PITMSA Tinal Notice to
Spectra CEC Greg Ebel, and NTSB™s 2013 report aboul the general problem, which says:

This study foumd that while PLMSA s gas 1M requivements ltave kept the rate of
corrasion failures and material failures of pipe or welds fow, there is no evidence thar the
overal! occurvesice of gey irasmission pipefine incldents in HCA pipefines hus deelined
This stiehy identified areas where improvements can be made (o further enhance the
safely of gas transmission pipelines in 11CAs,

IT the rate of occwrrence of pipeline incidents has not declined, then we should expect more
fatalities, mjuries. and property damage.

Tt is vot clear that the pipeline company would pay for any of those adverse cffeets, Sabal Trail
‘Lransmission LLEC 15 the company signing the contracts, bul i does nol possess Lhe assels ol ils
pareni corporalions.

One of Sabal Trail's parent corporations. Speetra Lnergy. Tne., files every year in its Sceurity
and Exchange Commission Form 10-K this disclaimer:

“We do not meintaln insurance coverage against alf of these risks and losses, and
HR) IRSHrRRCe Coverage we might maintain may rot fully cover the damages caused by
thase risks and losses.”

Who, then, would cover the dumages caused by those risks and losses? Lnless, like

Pennsy lvania did, the state of Georgia is willing 1o spend vears suing a pipeline company. the
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costs will be borne by the local landowners and taxpavers of local cities, counties, and the state
aof Georgia.

Where 13 the GA-EPD permil with condilions W require adequate monitoring ol a huge new
pipeline in the face of the longstanding and unimproved record of this pipeline company and its
industry of corrosion, leaks, spills, and cxplosions, without adequate insurance coverage?

Finally, the end of (0.C.(3.A, 22-3-84;

td) In the evenr an applicaiion wider this Code seclion is nod approved or deried
within 120 dayvs of the dazre of the publication of notice required in paragraph (2) of
suhyeciion (5 of this Code section, the applicesion shall be deemed v be approved by
aperation of law,

Where is Sabal Trail’s cvidence that it has applicd for a “Permit trom director of
IFnvironmental Protection Division ol Deparlment of Natural Resources™, much less been

gramted such & permit?

4.c. Summary

As the City of Valdosta™s Water Treatment web page says about the Floridan Aquiter. backed
up by extensive scientific and historical evidence:
This is an aguifer that hos cracks, underground solution chaniels, and caverns, These

eraeks can provide a rowre to allow comtaminants to epter the agquiter, niove about in the

aguifer and alrer the water supply and coni cause special challenges for the Cir
SV,
The fragility of the karst limestone aquiter containment has already cavsed Valdosta o sink its

water wells twice as deep and Lowndes County to spend upwards of $300,000 dealing with a
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sinkhole under a road. Such adverse environmental consequences are a matter of statewide
coneern, especially near the Withlacoochee River, under which Sabal Trail proposes to bore for
its 36-inch pipeline using unknown fuids that could easily leak down Lhe extra 12-inch width
borehole or cause a sinkhole, either way leaking into the Floridan Aquifer, potentially
contaminating watcr wells. and potentially cansing other sinkholes with further property damage,
plus the possibility of the pipeline breaking due w sinkholes.

Sabal Lrail hag not et FERC®s standard for a federal pipeline permit. to balance any alleged
need for a new pipeling against adverse environmental consequences.

Subal Trail has not met the Georgia code standard 1o avoid “undue haeard o the envivonment
and natural resources of this state”™ required in O.C.G AL 22-3-84 [or a pernil [rom GA EPD
hetore any excreise of Georgia eminent domain by a pipeline company. Sabal Trail has not
provided any evidence thal hearings for such a permil have been held or have even been

Anmno d. Lo s belel WWALS has provided coplous evidence that Sabal ‘Lrail's proposed

pipeline would indeed be “an undue hazard to the cnvironment and natural resources of this
state.™ Thus Subal Trail should not ever be able 1o meel the requirements ol OUCWGLUAL 22-3-84,

and certainly has not vel done so.

Civil Case number 14-CV-208RS, Amicus Curlae WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. page 27 ot 48

Company and Organization Comments



€0

CO17 - WWALS (cont’d)

Z0151026-5435 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 072672015 3:58:52 DM

5. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated dbove, Amicus respectfully requests the court to rule against any

Georgla eminent domain authority for Sabal Trail.

Dated: 13 April 2015

Respectiully submilled,

John 8. Cuarterivan
Fro S
President
WWALS Waershed Coalition, Inc.
3338 Country Club Road £L.330
Valdosta, Georgia 31603
229-242-0102
wwilswatershedggamail. com
Lot Judge Rucker Smith ¢fo Cindy Clark, Civil Deputly Clerk
County Cowthouse, 100 Teslic Highway, Teeshurg, Georgia 31763
Copies lo:
Altorney [or the Bells, Jonathan I Waters.
247a Vinville Ave, Macon, Georgia 31204

Attorney for Sabal Trail: Matthow J. Calvert,

Hurton & Willlams LLI, Sulte 4100, 600 Peachiree Sireet. N E., Atlania, Georgia 30308-2216

ALY B3 ah advocrey arganizarion working for waoershed eonsencarion
afthe Willacooches. Wichlacanchee, Alapaha and Liftle River Svstems watcrs hed
m south Cicorgia and nerth Florids
threwgh awarensss. cnvironnueantal menmoring. and citizen advocacy,
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WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc., a WATERKEEPER® Affiliate and 501(c)(3), PO Box 88, Hahira, GA 31632

WWALS

'.‘\»’i'.thlrrchh('e « Willacoochee g
Alapaha » Little » upper Suwanneg

October 26, 2015

Norman C. Bay, Chairman

Tony Clark, Commissioner

Cheryl A. LaFleur, Commissioner
Phillip D. Moeller, Commissioner
Colette D, Honorable, Commissioner
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC
FERC Docket No. CP15-17-000

Dear Commissioners:

Please find attached a letter from WWALS to the 1.8, Army Corps of Engineers asking for an extension of their
comment deadline regarding Sabal Trail, or a public hearing. The Corps since did extend their deadline until
December 11, 2013, That thus becomes another reason not to finalize the Draft Cnvironmental [mpact Statement in
addition to the ones stated in the letter to the Corps. Meanwhile, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division has
scheduled a public comment period and a public hearing about the Drafl Air Quality Permil for the Albany compressor
station, and (he legal process in WWALS v, Sabal Trail & Florida DEP is still not concluded.

CO18-1

WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. respecttully requests FERC delay any tinalization ot the DEIS, and
respectfully demands FERC deny Sabal Trail's application for a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity.

Sincerely,

1/5]

John S. Quarterman
President
229-242-0102

WWALS Watershed Coalition advocates for congervation and stewardship of the
‘Withlacoochee, Willacoochee, Alapaha, Little, and Upper Suwannee River watersheds in south Georgia and north Florida
through awareness, environmental monitoring, and citizen activities.

.
GEORGIA
[river
Elly\[%% " NETWORK e s
conmactingpropie. crving ers AFFILATE
www wwalsnet WWALS USACE letter to FERC cover page 1of 1 wwalswatershed (@gmail.com

CO18-1

Comment noted.
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S (cont’d)

. WWALS

Withlacoochee + Wil’iawodiee
Alapaha » Little « upper Suwannee'3

S watershed Coalition, Inc.
ATERKEEPER liate

a 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation
PO Box 88, Hahira, GA 31632

To:

Georgia: Commander, U.S.A.C.E., Florida: US.A.C.E., Alabama: U.S.A.C.E.

Savannah District Jacksonville District Reg. Div. Mobile District Reg. Div.

Attention: Mr. Terry C. Kobs Jacksonville Permits Section Mantgomery Field Office

1104 N. Westover Boulevard, Unit & Attn: Mr. Mark R. Evans Attn: Mr. James §. Cherry T

Albany, Georgia 31707 Post Office Box 4970 605 Maple Street

Jacksonville, Florida 32232 Building 1429 Room 105
Maxwell AFB, Alabama 36112-6017

Ce: Georgia Department of Natural Resources

Environmental Protection Division

Watcrshed Protection Branch

Attention: James A. (Jac) Capp - Branch Chicf
2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

404-463-4911

Re: Application Numbers: SAS-2013-00942 in Georgia, SAJ-2013-03030 in Florida, in Alabama
Applicant: Mr, George McTLachlan, Sabal Trail Transmission, T.I.C

Dear U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Georgia DNR EPPD Watershed Protection Branch,

WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc. respectlully requests you deny any permit for Lthe Sabal Trail natural gas pipeline
project, or at least hold one or more (U8 A.C.E. or state) public hearings. Your public notices of September 11, 2015 say:
“The benefit, which reasonably mav he expected 1o accrite from the proposal, must be balenced against its reasonahiy
Jforeseeahte detriments.”

There is no public benefit for Georgia, and little for Florida, since solar powcr can provide the same amount of powcr as this
pipeling, more gquickly, less expensively, and with far Tess destruction and hazard to our wetlands., waterways, and aquifer.

WWALS Watershed Coalition advocates for conservation and stewardship of the
Withlacoochee, Willacoochee, Alapaha, Liule, and Upper Suwannee River watersheds in south Georgia and north Florida
through awareness, environmental monitoring, and citizen activities.

W wiwalsnel WWALS 1o USACE & GA-EDP Page Lof 5 wiwalswaiershed @smail. com
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CO18 - WWALS (cont’d)

WWALS as the Waterkeeper® Affiliate for Okapilco Creek, the Withlacoochee River, the upper Suwannee River,

and all their watersheds, objects to the Sabal Trail pipeline crossing or discharging waste water or solid materials into any ol
our waterways, wellands, or lragile karst limesione that encloses the Floridan Aquiler on which we all depend lor water lor
drinking, agriculture, wildlife, and Industry.

Specific reasons for this objection and call for public hearings include:
*  The public notice from the Alabama U.S.A.C.E. office admits the Corps is not ready to consider a permit:

“The USACE has not verified the adequacy of the licant s avoidance and minimization at this time. "

A.C.E. office also admirs as inuch:

*  ‘The public notice from the Jacksonville, Florida U

“This information has ol beer specifically verified or evaluated 1o ensure complionee with laws and regulation
governing the regulatory progrant.”

*  The fragile nature of the karst limestone underlving all of south Georgia and Florida. See:

*  “The Suwannee River Basin Pilot Study: Issues for Watershed Management in Florida,” by Brian G. Katz,
U.8. Geological Survey, Rodney S. Dellan, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, U.S.
Geological Survey, Fact Sheel FS-080-96, 19 December 1996, which reads in parl: “Unigue problems can
arise in prolecting water guality in kursi arcas because of the direct and rapid tramsport of recharge
through conduits to the subsurface and through resurgence by springs. In some wreas, recharge from
unknown drainage pathways to areas of discharge may confribute to chemical and biological
contamination of watersupplies. Such contaminarion in karst areas has heen documented by many
studlies.”

«  “Sustainability of Ground-Water Resources,” by WM. Alley, T Reilly, and O.L. Franke, U5,
Geological Survey Circular 1186, 11 January 2013, especially * The Connection Berween Surface- Water
Quality and Ground-Water Quality in a Karst Aquifer™, which reads in part:*The Upper Floridan aquifer,
which Is the sole source of water supply for Vaddosta, Georgia, and much of the surronnding area,
receives targe volwmes of direct discharge from the Withlacoochee River through sinkholes in the
streambed or off-channel. 4 highly inferconnecied condull svsiem has developed in the Upper Floridan
aguifer in this area, which extends i teast 13 miles firom the sinkhole area.”

= 18 April 2014 FERC filing (Accession Number 20140418-5169) by Ann Shortclle, then Exccutive
Director, S River Water A gement Dislrict showing the proposed Sabal Trail route going
through the Florida Springs Protection Area and asking “...we do recommend that the propused pipeline
rowte be modified to avoid highly sensitive water resource features, karst topography, and unconfined
drinking water sources { Floridan Aquifer) within the District.”

* 18 April 2014 FERC filing (Accession Number 20140418-5237) by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, including a letter of 27 March 2014 through Jon Arthur, Florida StateGeologist
showing Sabal Trail's proposed path through north Florida would go through the most vulnerable region of
the Floridan Aquifer. http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.aspZaccession_num=20140418-5237

*  Clydrogeology Report: Sabal Trail methane pipeline crossing of Withlacoochee River”, by David Brown,
22 August 2014, Tncluded in “RESCT.UTION 2013-02,” Hamilion County, Florida Board of

Commissioners, 22 August 2014, Both report and resolution included in “Motion to intervene and request
lor extension ol Jlllm, dt:ddhnt: b\ VH\«ALS Walershed Coalition, Inc. under CP15-17.7 FERC Accession

*  Suwannee River Water Vlanasemenl District, * Fannuulh dye trace rev eals unknown connectivity”, Press
Release, 4 December 2014, hitpiiw View/ 10522, That dye test
demonstrated contaminants in underground water migrate mllss undcr"mund including under rivers,

wwwwwalsnet WWALS 10 USACE & GA-EDP Page 2 0f 5 wwdlswaicrshed@gmail.com
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CO18 - WWALS (cont’d)

*  “Water Treatment”. web page, hitpr/iwww valdostacity com/Tndex.aspx ?page=138, City of Valdosta,. datc
accessed: October 9, 2015, especially “Where Does Your Water Come From™, wiich reads in part: "The
Floridun Aquifer in the area ofValdosta and Lowndes County is known as a karst aguifer. This is an
aguifer that has cracks, underground solution channels, and caverns, These cracks can provide o route to
allow contaminanis (o enter the qauifer, move about in the aguifer and alter the water supply and can
cause special challenges for the City's water system.””

*  Another pipeline company, Southern Natural Gas Company (SONAT), says Sabal Trail would cross ils existing
(and much smaller) SONAT pipeline too many times and proposes unsafe drilling methods, so we have no reason
Lo trust Sabal Trail either for drilling through land or for drilling under our streams. See FERC 24 July 2015
Accession Number: 20150724-5162, “Renewed Request for Technical Conlerence of Southern Natural Gas
Company, L.L.C. under CP15-17."

*  Seven county commissions and three city councils along the pipeling path have passed resolutions against it
* .S, Rep Sanford Bishep has asked for FERC 10 deny a permit [or Sabal Trail.
*  Morc than a thousand comments in opposition have been received by FERC an its Dacket CP15-17 for S8abal Trail,

*  The hearing upcoming in 19-22 Oclober 2015, 207 NE First Street Jasper, Florida 32032 about unreselved issues:
see Florida Department of Administrative Hearings Case No. 15-4975

On Seplember 15, 2015 WWALS co-signed a request to U8 A .C.E. [or a 60-day extension ol the comment period. Please
find enclosed a copy of the response of September 25, 2015 from the U.S.A.C E Jacksonville District denying that request.

Now WWALS calls on U.S.A.C.L. to deny the proposed permits or at the very least to hold a public hearing to address the
above and many other issues.

Sincerely,
[s]
John 8. Quarterman
President
Enclosed: copy of U.S.A.C.E. Jacksonville response ol Seplember 15, 2015,
wwwwwalsnel WWALS 10 USACE & GA-EDP Page 3 of 3 wwilswatershed@gmail.com
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRIGT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
POST OFFICE BOX 4370
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232

September 25, 2015

REPLYTO

'ATTENTION OF

Regulatory Division

North Pemiits Branch®
Jacksenville Permits Section
SAJ-2013-03030
SAJ-2013-03089

Florida Clean Water Network
Post Office Box 5124
Navarre, Florida 32566

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This corespondence acknowledges your lstter dated September 15, 2015. You have
requested a 60 day extension to the public notice comment period for U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps) permit application numbers SAM-2014-00238, SAM-2014-00855,
SAS-2013-00842, SAJ-2013-03030, and SAJ-2013-03099. The referenced public
notices conveyed information regarding the proposed Southeast Market Pipelines. The
Corps’ Jacksonville District has accepted responsibility as the lead Corps District for the
referenced projécts; and, as such, is providing this response to your request.

The Corps typically does not extend public notice comment periods. Federal
regulations, specifically, 33 CFR 325.2(d)(2) indicate that the comment period on a
public notice should be for a reasonable peried of time within which interested parties
may express their views concerning the permit. However, the comment period should
not be more than 30 days nor less than 15 days from the date of the notice. Therefore,
the Corps has determined that we cannot grant your request; and, will not extend the
official public notice comment period.

Please be advised, however, that the Corps will consider any information submitted
to the offices identified on the public notice prior to our final actions regarding the permit

applications. If you have any questions concerning these applications, you may contact
the project managers identified on the public notice.

Sincerely,

o st

- Donnie Kinard
) Chief, Regulatory Division

W wiwalsnel WWALS w USACE & GA-EDP Page 4 of 3 wwalswaicrshed(@gmail. com
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CO18 - WWALS (cont’d)

Copy Mailed To:

Gulf Restoration Network
Post Office Box 2245
New Orleans, Louisiana 70176

GreenLaw
104 Marietta Strest NW, Suite 430
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

WWALS Watershed Coalition

_-Post Office Box 88

Hahira, Georgia 31632

WWALS 10 USACE & GA-EDP Page 50f 5

s tershed Femail.com
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO19 - Spectrabusters, Inc.

CO19-1

CO19-2

20151027-5032 FERC PDF (Umofficial) 10/26/2015 8:01:53 BM

Spectrabusters. Inc.
Debra Johnson — Board Member

To: John Peconom — Project Manager, Environmental Biologist at FERC

Speetrabusters, Ine.would like o respectfully request that FERC deler any deeisions coneerning the
DEIS for the Sabal Trail pipeling project, Docket # CP-17-000, based on the Tact that all neecssary
inforniation 1o determine the validity of the DIRIS/EIS is incomplele as [inal subrmigsions from other
governmental agencies, pending court rulings and Sabal ‘Trail have not been submitled.

Please refer to the ongoing actions below that would impact the DELS.

& The Army Corps of Engineers has not completed their public comment period and has extended
their comment period to December 11. 2015 Thus results are not complete.

¢ There is a pending air quality hearing for the compressor slalion in Albany, Georgia,

+ There is a pending decision in Florida by an Administrative Judge, Case No. 15-4575,
concerning the validity of the decision Lo bore under the Suwannce River,. WWALS vs, Sabal
Trail and FLA DEP.

+ Comments recently submitted to FERC in the past few days from Senators. State [.egislators,
local governments have not had time to be considerad.

e Ancrror in the DEIS coneerning Sabal Trail's submission on the pipeline route shows alarming
errors — please reler to ceomment [rom Christopher Mericle # 20151026-5043 — excerpl is
here:

“On September 30, 2015 Sabal Irail filed with FERC "Comments on the Southeast Market Pipelines
Project” Accession number 20150930-5037. Within this filing there is "Table 6.5-1 Karst features
within .25 miles of the pipeline”. This table apparently identifies all Karst features within .25 miles of
the pipeline for the entire route. The filing of this information is well atter the release of the DEIS.
How can a complete evaluation be performed with the information included within the table 6.5-1
omitted from the review process. Furthenmore, after careful review [ determined that the table 6.5-1 is
referring to the abandoned route across the Withlacoochee River, not the current proposed route, an 11
miile reroute under the Suwannee River and State Park.™

Based on these and addivonal pending heurings, ruling by agencies and courls, Spectrabusters, Ine.
requests that any linal deeigion baged on the incomplete DEIS be deferred. We also wish 1o request,
based on above findings, that UFERC extend the public comment period on the pending Sabal Trail
DEIS.

Spectrabusters, Inc's, final stance on the Sabal Trail pipeling is that this pipeline should be denicd based
on the lack o need or necessity for the public and the valid concerns lor human healih and salGly ay
well as the dangers to our environment and water supply in Alabama, Georgia and Florida.

Sincerely,

Debra Johnson
SpectraBusters Board Member

CO19-1
CO19-2

Comment noted.

Staff believes the 45-day public comment period provided to comment on the
draft EIS was sufficient, and all timely and substantive environmental
comments have been considered in our analysis. Should the Commission
authorize the SMP Project, such authorization would be contingent upon the
Applicants receiving all required federal permits and approvals. Minor errors
in the draft EIS have been rectified and did not affect our analysis. Under the
NGA and EPAct, the Commission has federal authority to authorize interstate
natural gas transmission facilities, including pipeline routing and construction
methods, if it finds the proposal to be in the public convenience and necessity.

Company and Organization Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO020 — Melentree Properties

C020-1

Melentree Properties, Saint Cloud, FL.

I am hopeful that you will approve Sabal Trail Transmission’s tri-state natural gas
pipeline project application filed with the Federal Regulatory Commission as Docket
Number CP15-17-000.

Studies have shown that this project could generate $755 million dollars throughout
local economies along the pipeline route. In Florida alone, an estimated $837 million in
property tax revenue will be generated by the pipeline. It will also create thousands of
jobs during the construction phase, giving job oppertunities to those who are
unemployed throughout the state. Schools, families, and communities all stand to

benefit significantly.

Natural gas pipelines use many tools to monitor and control safety, making them one
of the safest forms of energy transportation. Because natural gas is lighter than air, the
escape of natural gas from the pipeline is highly unlikely. Due to their small size and
low carbon content, natural gas systems leave a small carbon footprint and are

recognized as one of the cleanest energy sources available.

If there is a more environmentally and economically responsible way to bring energy to
Florida, | have not heard of it. Please approve this project and help bring Florida’s
energy infrastructure up to speed with its demand.

C020-1

Comment noted.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO21 - WWALS

20151026-5450 FERC PDF (Unofficial)

CO21-1

10/26/2015 4:13:04 BM

WWALS Watershed Coalition, Inc., a WATERKEEPER® Affiliate and 501(c)(3), PO Box 88, Hahira, GA 31632

Norman C. Bay, Chairman

Tony Clark, Commissioner

Cheryl A. LaFleur, Commissioner
Phillip D. Maeller, Comrmissioner
Colette D. Honorable, Commissioner
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC
FERC Docket No. CP15-17-000

Dear Commissioners:

October 26, 2015

Please find attached the Re-Amended Petition that is the basis for the still in-process legal proceeding, WWALS
Watershed Coalition, Inc. v. Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC and |Florida| Department of Environmental Protection.
While the hearing has been conducted. this legal process continues, and thus the Florida review of the proposed
Covironmental Resource Permit and Casement to Use Sovereign Submerged Lands is not finished. Neither the Permit
nor the Easement can be issued until this process is concluded. Therefore the FERC Drali Environmental Impact
Statement also cannol be complete, Furthermore, as the Re-Amended Petition notes, il Sabal ‘Trail damages the fragile
karst mestone containing our Suwannee River and its tributaries and the Floridan Aquiler, source of most ol our
water for drinking, agriculture, and industry, such damage cannot be remediated. We do not accept that risk.

WWALS Watershed Caalitien, Inc. respectfully requests TERC delay any finalization of the DEIS, and
respecttully demands FERC deny Sabal Trail's application for a Certiticate of Convenicnee and Necessity.

Sincerely,

145]

John 8. Quarterman
President
228-242-0102

WWALS Watershed Coalition advocates for congervation and stewardship of the
‘Withlacoochee, Willacoochee, Alapaha, Little, and Upper Suwannee River watersheds in south Georgia and north Florida
through awareness, environmental monitoring, and citizen activities.

= .
GEORGIA ] xriver
=
R 5&(;5% o = Network tare
COUNEIL WOR connmeting propie.taving rivers AFILATE
www wwalsnet WWALS Re-Amended Petition w FERC cover page 1 of 1 wwelswatershed (@gmail.com

CO21-1

Comment noted.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
PLEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC Dockel No, CP15-17-000

INTERVENER, TSE PLANTATION, LLC/THOMAS 8. EDWARDS, JR.’S
COMMENTS
REGARDING SABAL’S PROPOSED
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

COME NOW, TSE Plantation, LLC and its President, Thomas S, Edwards,
Jr., Esquire, and provide these comments and observations regarding Sabal Trail’s
Proposed Environmental Impact Statement.

PARTIES INTEREST

'The undersigned owns the land immediately adjacent to the proposed
Suwannee River HDD crossing gt Sabal Trail MP267.3A and 2674A. The
pipeline company proposes to engage in directional drilling from property on the
Suwannee River State Park beginning at approximately MP266.3A through
MP267.5A where the pipeline will return to surface level in a {ield on Echo River
Plantation ak/a 1TSE Plantation, LLC. The pipeline remains on miy property
throngh MP268,1A, See Fxhibit “A” four maps supplied by Sabal Trail's
Environmental Impact Statcment. In the immediate vicinity of this proposed
crossing, there are mumerous major springs, numerous minor springs, cxtcnsive
karst terrain, open karst windows, actively flowing water conduits, there are
identified fracture iraces at this exact crossing and there are numerous sinks and
subsidences in the immediate vicinity of this crossing.

PREFACE

‘The undersigned has no extensive knowledge regarding what has happened
on other sites; however, the undersigned caught Sabal Trall misrepresenting and/or
omitting information submitted 0 FERC and the Florida DEP on numerous
occasions. Sabal Trail disregarded, ignored or covered up important

Company and Organization Comments
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CO022 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

C0O22-1

C022-2

C0O22-3

C0O22-4

environmental information as a means of obtaining pipeline permitting. Fxamples
are as follows:

1. Sabal Trails’ original filing regarding this HDD crossing omitted any
reference to seven (7) major springs in this area. The undersigned objected in
filings with FERC and Sabal Trail was requircd by FERC to go back and re-de
parts of their environmental analysis submissions. They now concedc that there
are 7 known springs (including multiple major springs) in the immediate vicinity,
However, as discussed below, Sabal’s Response filed in reference to “Edwards
Comments” (Seec Exhibit “B”) fails 10 identify significant additional issues relaled
to these springs, waler conduits and risks to the immediate area;

2. The undersigned repeatedly offercd to show Sabal Trail lkarst
formations, open karst windows and actively flowing springs, as well as
subsidences and collapsed earth in the immiediate vicinity of the proposed pipeline
and Sabal Trails’ employees refused thosc offers and have now made filings
claiming that there is no meaningful karst formation within a quarter mile of the
pipeline. It is easy to make those claims when you close your eyes and cover your
cars; and

3. Similar conduct ocourred as it relates to biological issues. The
undersigned expressly informed Sabal Trail that gopher tortoise burrows and
gopher tortoises have been seen on the exact track of the pipeline, kestrels have
been seen and photographed in this area, and Sherman’s fox squimels have
likewise been seen in this area. In rcsponse to this, Sabal filed a report with FERC
and with the Florida DEP claiming that this terrain was consistent with those three
(3) species but there were “no known species in the area”. Sabal’s personnel had
to literally walk on top of gopher tortoise burrow holes when they were on the
undetsigned’s property and declined to cver take any advice about the fact that
active gopher tortoise urrows were on the exact pipeline path, Again, Sabal was
ordered to go back and perform their asscssment over and the undersigned
arranged for a Florida Wildlife Commission employee to follow behind them. Lo
and behold, Sabal found 7 active gopher tortoise burrows on the pipeline path (and
other inactive burrows) on the exact pipeline path.

These are merely examples of the gamesmanship that Sabal is engaging in.
Thus, FERC and the Florida DEP should look at anything Sabal submits with a
very jaundiced eye. Further, theve are Indian artifacts that have been found on the
pipeline path site and the original report indicated that there were sufficient Indian
artifacts on the pipeline pathway that it would likcly qualify for national historic

2

C022-1

C0O22-2
C0O22-3
C022-4

Comment noted. See the response to comment FA2-27 and sections 3.1.2.3 and
3.3.1 of the EIS which adequately characterize geologic and hydrogeologic
setting in the project area. Section 3.3.1.5 specifically addresses springs and
springsheds that occur in the project area and figure 3.3.1-3 depicts mapped
springs, caves, and fracture traces at the proposed HDD crossing of the
Suwannee River.

Comment noted. See response to comment CO22-1.
Comment noted.

Sabal Trail is conducting cultural resources studies according to the state and
federal guidelines and in consultation with the Florida Division of Historical
Resources (FDHR). In their July 2015 Phase I survey report, Sabal Trail
recommended that site 8SU501, was potentially eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and required additional testing to
make an eligibility determination. In an August 19, 2015 letter, the FDHR
concurred. Sabal Trail conducted Phase II testing at the site, and recommended
that site 8SU501 does not meet the eligibility criteria for listing on the NRHP.
The Phase II report is currently under review by the FDHR. If the project is
authorized, recommendation #23 in section 5 would prevent the Applicants
from beginning construction until all final cultural resource reports and
mitigation plans have been reviewed and approved by the FERC staff.

Company and Organization Comments
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

C022-4
cont’d

C0O22-5

registry. Ironically, Sabal sent personnel back out who then did more digs - deeper
and over a larger area - on the same pathway and they claim to have found less
material. That is impossible. It is suspected that like the gopher tortoises and the
karst terrain Sabal and its personnel are simply closing their eyes, covering their
cars and pretending things are not there.

KARST TERRAIN

Sabal originally proposed to cross the Withlacoochee and not the Suwannee
River. Sabal moved from the Withlacoochee route primarily because of extensive
karst terrain and objections of numerous entities and residents. The pipeline path
currently chosen encompasses more karst terrain, greater jeopardy to the karst,
aquifer and the area and Sabal’s Response to Edwards’ Comments (Exhibit “B™)
fails to address major issues herein,

Sabal’s submission acknowledges that there is a “medium risk”' of damage
to the karst terrain in the area through the directional drilling of the Suwannee
River crossing. See Lxhibit “C” - pg. 24 of 31 of Sabal’s Karst Mitigation Plan —
Appendix F - Vol. IT EIS. This “medium” risk to this area does not consider the
fact that there are numerous items of karst terrain including open flowing springs,
collapsing sinkholes and subsidences immediately adjacent to the area where Sabal
proposcs the dircctional drilling of the pipeline under the Suwannce River, This
was not considered because Sabal ignored my offers to show it to them (when
someone refuses to look or listen it is easy to say nothing was seen). Much of the
terrain at issue is under heavy tree cover which has been protected by conservation
easement with SRWMD since the 1990s. Further, there are identified fracture
traces in area (see Exhibit A maps) exactly where the crossing is proposed. This
means il is probable there are large water conduils under the area where the
crossing is proposed. Sabal’s own EIS states as follows:

“These features, along with the sub-tropical, humid rainfall conditions in the
region, result in a verdant ccosystem that is unique in the United States and a
drainage system that manifests as large capacity springs, sinking streams, and
submerged cave systems, particularly within the west-central part of the
Florida peninsula, ..., Of the various karst features, sinkholes are of
particular concern because they can cause property damage or injure persons
in the affected arca, and can provide an avenuc for surface-based pollutants to

* Sabal defines “medium risk” as “In a medium risk
setting, historical occurrences of sinkholes are well documented in the arca and conditions that favor
sinkhole development arc belicved to be present.” P. 3-8 Vol I Sabal EIS -

3

CO22-5

See the response to comment CO22-1. The EIS acknowledges the importance
of the Floridan Aquifer and associated springs and notes many of the features
referenced by the commentor. As explained in the response to comment FA2-
27, we disagree that construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would
pose a significant risk to groundwater, surface water, and springs and conclude
that construction and operation of the project in accordance with Sabal Trail's
project-specific plans and our additional recommendations would adequately
minimize the potential for the project to initiate or be damaged by karst
conditions.

Company and Organization Comments
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

C0O22-5
cont’d

quickly enter groundwater and surface water resources. Sinkholes can also
contribute to flooding if their natural drainage capacity becomes impeded Sece
Vol. 1 — Sabal EIS pg. 3-4

“Impacts and Mitigation

The primary geologic impact that could affect the proposcd pipeline and
aboveground facilities in karst sensitive areas is the sudden development of a
sinlchole that damages the facilities and poses a safety risk. Other subsidence
features could develop gradually over time, but would not pose an immediate
risk to the proposed facilities. As discussed below, karst features could be
initiated by the physical disturbance associated with trenching, grading, or
HDD activity; or by diverting or discharging project related water into
otherwise stablc karst features. The potential for the Sabal Trail Project or
the FSC Project to impact caves, wells, and springs relate primarily to
groundwater resources and are discussed in section 3.3.” Vol. I - Sabal EIS
pg. 3-10

NOTE SECTION 3.3 OF THE EIS DISCUSSES HOW IMPORTANT THE
KARST SYSTEM IS TO AQUIFER RESOURCES

“Avoidance was used as the primary mitigation measure during the planning
and selection of the proposed alignment”. See Vol. Il — Appendix I - Sabal
EIS pg. 3.

“Areas of karst activity pose increased risks to the successful installation of
pipelines by HIDD. While the risk of impacts to the environment or a failed
installation may be increased in karst areas ....” See Vol. Il - Appendix I -
Sabal LIS pg. 4

“The general risks associated with HDD construction methods in karst areas
include

difficulties arising from very loosc unstable soils and open voids along the drill
path.

More specifically, these risks include:

0 Loss of drilling fluid into open conduits and inadvertent drilling fluid
returns

leading to turbidity in nearby wells, springs, and rivers.

O Ground subsidence and possible sinkhole formation due to excavating zones
of loose unstable soils.

Company and Organization Comments
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CO022 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

C022-5
cont’d

1 Stuck drill tooling and the possibility of the carrier pipe becoming stuck in
loose
unstable zones during pullback.” Sec Vol. I1 — Appendix IV - Sabal FIS pg. 5

Sabal cannot avoid or mitigate what it chose to close its eyes to. Following Sabal’s
own statements, there should be no direetional drilling in this area. By ignoring
extensive acdditional katst terrain which the undersigned offered to show Sabal, and
which has not been considered before finding that there is a medium risk to deing
damage to the area, Sabal has failed to properiy assess the risk. The additional
karst terrain elevates this visk from medium to high, Sabal’s Response, attached as
Exhibit “B”, only addresscs whether dritling mud and other items can flow into the
aquifer and do damage to local wells. What it does not address is the risk of
pipeline andfor drilling failure, collapsing surrounding karst terrain, and it fails to
address the fact that Sabal’s own karst reports state thai the best way to avoid
damage to the aguifer and the terrain in this area is through avoidance of aress with
large springs. 1f this drilling sets off collapse of surroumnding karst terrain and
ruins the aquifer — who will answer for it?

The Ilorida DEP website and the Suwannee River Water Management
District websites each have cducational materials regarding springs.  These two
siles makc clear, Florida has more springs per land area than anywhere in the
world. According to Sabal’s EIS “Tlorida has 33 of 77 1¥ magnitude fresh water
springs in the United States”. Secc Vol. I Sabal EiS p. 3-33.

There are 2 magnitude 1 springs in the immediate vicinity of the pipcline
roule (Falmouth and Lime Run Spring); there are 3 magnilude 2 springs in the
immediate vicinity of the pipeline route (Stevenson/Lineater Spring, Lime Spring
and Swannachoocie Spring) - Stevenson/Lineater is almost a magnitude 1 spring
and is on my properly swrounded by other smaller springs and open karst
windows. There ate numercus other springs in the immediate area. Open spring
tunnels (See Vol T Sabal EIS p. 3-35 for one just example of the documented
tunnel systems associated with a spring in this area) and caverns have been
documented throughout this ares and the fracture traces on the pipeline route
document probable open water tunnels. It is notable that Sabal did not supply
tunnel charts available for the other systems — some of which were previously
supplied by the undersigned.

This arca of Florida is the richest ares of springs in the state — bar none.
Many of the springs are uncharted and the entite wooded arca on Echo River
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CO022 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

C0O22-6

Plantation is dotted with springs, above ground spring flows that then re-enter the
ground, sinkholes and open karst terrain,

Sabal’s own Environmental Impact Statement says that they should stay
away from this arca becausc of large conduits of water that flow between these
various springs. The spring immediately north of this crossing known as
Stevenson/Lincater Spring is @ magnitude 2 spring only three percent (3%) below a
magnitude 1 spring.  ‘Fhere are numerous other springs dotting the terrain
immediately north of the pipeline crossing.  Tmmediately south of the pipeline
crossing are multiple magnitude 1 springs and numerous other smaller springs.
The Falmouth cave system and spring system is south of the pipeline crossing.
‘There are two other magnitude 1 springs approximately 1-1 % miles south of the
crogsing. The National Speleological Society has shown that all of these springs,
up through Stevenson/Lincater Spring on the undersigned’s property are inner
connected by very large water conduits. Most of these conduits are large enough
to support caverns and cave divers swimming through them. The fracture traces
shwwn at this exaet location of this crossing shows that some of those conduits ase
there. The fact that there are open flowing springs between a quarter and a half
mifc from the pipeline crossing (which Sabal cmployces refused to come look at)
show that there is a significanl risk of collapse, destruction of the aguifer,
dostruction of environmentally significant karst terrain, and destruction of water
quality for wells throughout the arca.

Sabal failed to address any of the issues other than the fact that the drilling
mud would flow down stream. They failed to address collapse of the surrounding
area (which they acknowledge as a medium risk without knowing what is there and
while refusing to come and look at what is actuatly there).

CONCLUSION

Sabal has shown a pattern of providing inaccurate information due to
closing their eyes and shutting their ears to important environmenta! and ecological
information. ‘They did this in regard to gopher tortoises, kestrels, Sherman’s fox
squirrels, and they have been caught red-handed doing it regarding springs in the
immediately vicinity. Numerous other entities have proposed other paths for this
pipcline which would avoid this cxfraordinarily scnsitive karst terrain.  The
Suwannee River Water Management and the llorida Geologic Survey both
objected to Sabal going through extensive karst terrain in this area. They did so
becausc of the significant risk to an environmentally scnsitive area that will never
be repairable if Sabal screws up.

C022-6

See the responses to comments CO22-1 and CO22-5. The EIS specifically
identifies Stevenson/Lineator Spring and the Falmouth cave system noted by
the commentor, and acknowledges the high degree of hydrogeologic
connectivity in highly developed karst conditions.
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CO022 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

If this pipeline is essential to supply the South Florida area of the slate, then
Sabal should be required to go to the expense of taking a safe route without
jeopardizing the aquifer for our entive state. The EPA has indicated that this
pipeline is not nceded and there is a real question over whether or not it is needed.
Regardless, if it is needed, there are alternative, safe routes available to Sabal
which do not encompass the significant environmental risks outlined herein.

Respectfully submitted October@, 2015.

/s/ Thomas S. Edwards, Jr.
THOMAS S. EDWARDS, JR.
State Bar of Florida #395821

For EDWARDS & RAGATZ, P.A.
Attorneys for Intervenor

501 Riverside Avenue, Suite 601
Jacksonville, FL 32202
(904) 399-1609
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

SabalIrail

TRANSMISSION

Figue 1. Close-Up View of the Location of the Proposed HDD Crossing of the Suwannce River. The
Figure shows the Springs within « One Mile Radius of the Crossing
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CO22 — TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

Echo Map
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CO022 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)
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Sabal Trail

TRANSMISSION .

ATTACHMENT M

Response to Emailed Comments from Tom Edwards

EXHIBIT

" Sabal Trail Project

i 6 Response to RAI Attacherent M
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

Sabal Trail

TRAMSMISSION:

Response to E Mailed Comments from Tom Edwards on January 15, 2015 to
Lisa Prather

| am SHOCKED that Sabal failed to address ANY of the major springs in the area of the Suwannee
River crossing in their Karst materials. This is a glaring oversight — their own materials state that they
should avoid arcas such as this because of the confluence of a number of MAJOR springs — having
springs in this immediate area leads to large underground water filled tunnels and cavems in the
immediate area of the river crossing where they will do the HDD. These springs make this crossing ll
advised.

| am attaching a SRWMD press release (See the attached document entitled “Falmouth Dye Trace")
where the SRWMD, DEP and FGS recently tested these springs and proved they are all interconnected
by tunnels and other water conduits — the interconnected tunnels are both north and south of the pipeline
meaning they will be drilling right through an area with intercannected underground tunnel systems
jeopardizing the aquifer, these springs and the karst formations — this is acknowledged in their own
documents re karst — but they failed to even identify or discuss these springs.

I'm attaching a document fram the Sabal filing entitled “pages from Karst Sensitive Arcas” — this has 3
pages of excerpts from Sabal's completely flawed and misleading document:

1. a picture supposedly showing the ‘major springs” in the area where the Suwannee and
Withlacoochee come together — NOT ONE SPRING IS SHOWN NEAR THE “V" where the
rivers join — compare that to the SRWMD map showing springs — there are 2 magnitude one
and 4 magnitude two springs and 2 magnitude four springs all less than 2 miles from the
proposed pipeline crossing;

2. The second page claims to identify all major springs the pipeline will go near - the
distance from the springs to the pipeline shown on this page range from 1.1 mile to almast
20 miles -- NONE of the above springs are identified or discussed and all are less than 2
miles from the proposed pipeline and some within

Y mile; and

3. The third page shows "fracture traces" that have been documented at the proposed
Suwannee River crossing for the pipeline — that is because there are identified "fractures” in
the earth — knowing the springs are in the area this means there are probably underground
aquifer tunnels at this exact location — that is what the fractures are.

The proposed crossing of the Suwannee Riveris approximately 1.71 miles north of where the
Withlacoochee and the Suwannee Rivers converge (I'm using a measurement from the Suwannee
County Property appraiser GIS map from my property line — where they propose to cross the river to the
point whers the two rivers meet in a "V*). Thus on any map laok for the V of the two rivers and the
proposed crossing is a little to the north on the Suwannee.

At the point where the Suwannee and the Withlacoochee meet there are NUMEROUS major springs —
see the attached map from the Suwannee River Water Management District Web Site (SRWMD Spring
Map) — NONE of these springs are addressed in the karst study done by them. There are springs both
north of the proposed pipeline and springs south of it.

| am attaching a document from the SRWMD with information on all of the springs that are in this area
and which they failed to identily for you. They are all in the area | circled on the attached maps — they are
all less than two miles from the proposed crossing — they are all major springs (and should have been
identified and discussed) - they are all interconnected as proven by recent testing by your agency and
they fall both north and south of the proposed crassing — they could not have picked a worse place to
cross. The springs | am identifying are:

Sabal Trail Project Respense to RA| Attachement M
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

Sabal Trail

1. Lime Run Spring or Sink (magnitude 1 spring, 173 cubic feet per second) — 1.7 miles to the
south of the crossing by the V;
2. Falmouth Spring — magnitude 1 - outflow as high as 220 cubic feet per second with recent
readings in the range of 160 cubic feet per second) — to the southeast of the V;
3. Stevenson Spring (also known as Lineater Spring and/or SUW923973) - discharge rate of 93
cubic feet per second - magnitude 2 spring - 7 percent shy of magnitude 1 spring — this spring is
.7 miles to the north of the crossing.
4, Lime Spring -magnitude 2 spring, 20.3 cubic feet per second — by the V — 1.7 miles to
the sauth of the crossing
5. Suwanacoochese Spring -a magnitude 2 spring, 52 cubic feel of water per second — to the
south by the V — 1.5 — 2 miles from the crossing,

6. SUWO923971 - magnitude 4 spring, 1 cubic foot per second) — to the south by the V, and

7. Ellaville Spring {also known as Edwards Spring) - magnitude 2 spring, 82 cubic feet per
second — to the South by the V

8. SUW923972— Magnitude 4 — the only one they address at all (they claim it is

irrelevant and don’t acknowledge it as connected to the others)— less than ¥z mile to

the north of the crossing

The document | atlach from SRWMD gives detail on each spring. Most of these springs have also been
shown by the National Speleclogical Society (the Cave divers group) to be interconnected and many of
them have been mapped by this organization with miles of tunnels and caverns in the exact area where
the HDD crossing is proposed.

| hope this helps explain that | am not just a disgruntled land owner as the claim in their filing (reference
their comment about landowners not wanting their pipeline there). The propesed HDD crossing of the
Suwannee River cannot be justiied based on language in their own Karst analysis — the likely reason they
ignored these springs is their own analysis would prohibit this path if they had revealed them.

Response: Prior to responding to the comments from the concerned citizen, it is important to provide
background information on two impariant issues. First, because loss of drilling fluid is the most significant
concern during horizontal directional drilling (HDD) operations to install the pipeline under the rivers, it's
important to describe what drilling fluid is. Second, it is necessary fo describe how the Upper Floridan
aquifer flow system functions in the region to provide context for our responses to the comments.

Drilling fluid, sometimes referred to as drilling mud is a slurry composed of water and bentonite clay
(typically 95 percent water) intended to maintain stability of the horizontal borehole, lubricate the drilling
head, reduce soil friction and prevent migration of the drill cuttings or fluids outside of the intended drill
path. Bentonite clay (sodium montmorillonite) is a naturally occurring clay, usually mined in Wyoming,
which is extremely hydrophilic and can absorh up {o ten times its weight in water. Bentonite clay is non-
toxic fo the aquatic environment and is a non-hazardous substance. The composition of the drilling fluids
and its engineering properties are specified and lested for their suitability for the given subsurface
conditions encountered along the alignment and al each individual HDD location.

Although intended lo lacilitate the HDD process, there is the potenlial for inadvertent migration or loss of
drilling fiuids from the bored hole. However, drilling fluids that are released will likely contain a lower
conceniration of bentonite when they surface because the mixture may be fillered and diluted as it passes
thraugh existing sediments of various types.

Regarding the Upper Floridan aquifer flow system in the region, Figures 1 and 2 depict the location of the
proposed Suwannee and Santa Fe River pipeline crossings, locations of springs within several miles of the
river crossings, and the potentiometric suiface contours indicaling the elevation of the water surface in the
Upper Floridan aguifer. Lines drawn perpendicular to the potentiometric surface contours show the path
that groundwaler lakes through the Upper Floridan aquifer on the way to discharging at the springs on the
river or into the rivers.

TRAMSMISSIONu

Sabal Trail Project Response to RAI Attachement M
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

The figures show that the river crossings where HDD will ocour are at the base-level, or the bottom of the
Upper Fioridan aquifer flow system. Water is essenlially moving down gradient from higher elevations in
the aquifer to hase-level at the rivers where concenfrated discharge occurs at the springs or diffuse
discharge ocettrs through fractures in the river hottom.

The importance of this is that when drilling fluid is pumped into the advancing borehole under the rivers, if it
is forced oul of the borehole and into a conduit, it is unlikely to impede flow because the conduits that
transmit groundwater (active conduits) discharge into the river. If drilling fluid enters a condutt, the down-
gradient flow in the conduit will flush the drilling fluid toward the river where it would discharge. If & spring
was located very near the crossing, il is passible that diilling fluid could discharge into the river through the
spring.

Because the drilling fluid is injected under pressure, il could be foreed up gradient in the aquifer o some
degree. However, the conduits are not like fully sealed concrete pipes. They are interconnected channels
that are fractured everywhere and complelely open (o exchange of waler from the conduit into the
surrounding agquifer and from the agquifer into the conduil. Therefore, if drilling fluid is forced under pressure
up gradient throtigh a conduit under the river, it is likely to be forced out of the conduit through the river
botlomn before it travels very far.

Response to Comments from the Concerned Citizen:

The karst experts that canducted the investigation of kars! fealures along the proposed pipeline alignment
did not fail to address the springs in the area of the Suwannee River HDD crossing. Sabal Trail experts
made a careful survey of all the idenlified 1si, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th magnitude springs in the region. The
springsheds (groundwater coniributing area) were piotled for all the 1sl and 2nd magnilude springs for
which data is available. Sabal Trail experts also mapped the distance from each of these springs to the
closest approach of the pipeline corridor. This information is included in the report entitled
“Characterization of Karst Sensitive Areas Relative to the Proposed Roule of the Sabal Trail Natural Gas
Transmission Pipeline in Florida” which was included in an Appendix H of the Environmental Resource
Permit Applicalion (December 2014).

For the Karst Mitigation Plan, it was determined that springs within 2,000 feet of HDD river crossings
should be monilored for turbidity that could result from the loss of drilling fiuid during HDD operations.
Sabal Trail located only two spiings that met this crileria. Sabal Trail did not address the springs that the
comment refers to because they were further from the crossing than 2,000 feet.

The follovsing is our explanation for why the 2,000-foat distance was chosen. Based on the discussion of
the flow system at the top of this document, from the HDD river crossings, we do not believe that drilling
Hluid that might be lost (o an aclive conduil could travel very far up gradient in the flow system against the
down-gradient flow of groundwater in the conduit

Sabal Trail experts advise thal the 2,000-foot distance is further than the drilling fluid could travel under
these conditions but it was chosen out of an abundance of caution. The major springs referred to in the
comment are considerably further than 2,000 feet from the crossing and up gradient in the fiow system
from it. For the dritling fluid to reach those springs, not only would it have to travel up gradient (essentially
uphill) for thousands of feet, but it would also have to travel against the down gradient flow of waler in the
condit.

Because the drilling fluid is injected under pressure during HDD, it could be forced up gradient through an
active conduit in the aquifer to some degree. However, the conduits are not like fully sealed concrete
pipes. They are interconnected channels that are fractured everywhere and completely open fo exchange
of water from the conduil into the surrounding aquifer and from the aquifer inta the conduit. Therefore, if
drilling Huid is forced under pressure up gradient through an aclive conduit under the river, it is likely to be
forced out of the conduit and upward through the river hottorn hefore it lravels very far. The following
discussion further illustrates these concepts.

Figures 1 and 2 show the location of the Suwannee and Santa Fe River crossings, respectively, locations
of springs within several miles of the river crossings, and the polenliomelric surface contours indicating the

Sabal Trail Project Response to RAl Attachement M
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

Sabal'Irail

TRANSMISSION

elevation of the groundwaler surface in the Upper Florida aquifer. Lines drawn perpendicular to the
potentiometric surface contours show the path that water takes in the Upper Floridan aquifer as it makes
its way loward the springs.

Figure 3 is a close-up view of the proposed crossing of the Suwannee River. The figure shows all of the
springs within a one mile radius of the crossing. The nearesl spring is designaled Suw923972, is 4th
magnitude, and is approximately 1,096 feet down river and down gradient in the flow system of the
crossing. Because this spring is down gradient of the crossing and relatively near it, the potential exists for
it fo be affected by drilling fluid during HDD operations.

There are three springs upriver and up gradient in the flow system of the crossing. They are Seven Sisters
Spring of unknown magnitude and Stevenson Springs, 2nd magnitude, at distances of approximately % of
a mile up gradient in the flow system of the crossing and HAM923973, 3rd magnitude, at a distance of
approximately one mile up gradient in the flow system from the crossing. Because these springs are al

significant dislances up gradient of the crossing, it is unlikely that if drilling fluid intersects an active conduit,

it will travel up gradient and against the flow of water in the aquifer fo these springs.

Figure 4 is a close-up view ol the proposed crossing of the Santa Fe River. The figure shows five springs
within one mile of the crossing, all of which are 3rd or 4th magnitude. The nearest spring Is designated
Suwd17972, is 4th magnitude, and is approximately 2,000 feet up gradient in the flow system of the
crossing. Because these springs are al signilican! distances up gradient of the crossing, it is unlikely that
drilling fluid could intersect a conduil and travel up gradient and against the flow of water in the aquifer to
these springs.

Sabal Trail Project Respanse to RA| Altachement M
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)
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Figure 1. Location of the Suwannee River Crossing and Springs within Several Miles of the Crossing.

The Potentiometric Surface Contours Indicate the Elevation of the Groundwater Surface in the

Upper

Florida Aquifer. Lines Drawn Perpendicular lo the Polentiomelric Surface Contours show the Path that
Groundwater takes through the Upper Floridan aquifer on the way to Discharging at the Springs or the

River.
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)

Sabal Trail

TRANSMISSION.
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Figure 2. Lacation of the Sanla Fe River Crossing and Springs within Several Miles of the Crossing. The
Potentiometric Surface Contours Indicate the Elevalion of the Groundwater Surface in the Upper Florida
Aquifer. Lines Drawn Perpendicular to the Potentiometric Surface Contours show the path that
Groundwater takes through the Upper Floridan Aquifer on the way to Discharging at the Springs or the
River.
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)
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Figure 3, Close-Up View of the Location of the Proposed HDD Crossing of the Suwannee River. The
Figure Shows All of the Springs within a One Mile Radius of the Crossing.
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)
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Figure 4. Close-Up View of the Proposed HDD Crossing of the Santa Fe River. The Figure Shows All of
the Springs within a One Mile Radius of the Crassing.
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CO0O22 - TSE Plantation, LLC/Thomas S. Edwards, Jr. (cont’d)
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mm_um_ ITrail Page 24 of 31
ANSMISSID
KARST MITIGATION PLAN
Table 3. Results of Geophysical and Geotechnical Testing for HDD Crossings
£ . . - Geophysical : . "
Location Initial Risk Ranking xM&uﬁw Geotechnical Results Current Risk Ranking
Borings on west side of ¢crossing indicate
soft to very stiff clay, lcose to medium MEDIUM — Installation of pipeline at
dense clayey sand, medium dense sand, site feasible but construction
& hard sandy clay overlying very locse to difficulties expected with possible
very dense sand. Boring B-1 encountered loss of drilling fluid returns during
Selution weight of rod material at 68 and 88 feet HDD operaticns & localized ground
sinkholes most ERI and SBP along with a possible void at 108 feet, settlement near exit. Large voids not
commeon and ; Approximately 70 feet of hollow stem anticipated along HDD path but
Flint River . 14 anomalies :
typically are were idantified auger stuck and abandoned in baring B-3 possikle. Drilling fluid loss to smaller
less than 10 following completion of boring voids or zones of loose material such

feet in diameter

Borings on the east side of the river
indicated medium stiff clay and very loose
10 medium dense sands underlain by
weathered limestone in borings FR-B-4
and FR-B-6 and loose to medium dense
sands for the full depth of boring FR-B-5

as those encountered in borings
expected. Mitigation measures

outlined in this dacument
increase likelihood of successful

feet in diameter

Borings indicate very locse to medium

13 feet in SR-B-1 through SR-B-4,
respectively. Voids not noted in the
korings but small voids (<12 inches) likely.

MEDIUM ~— Installation of pipeline at
site feasible but construction
difficulties expected with loss of

Solution dense silty and clayey sands and soft to nc mﬂw%c_._-m Mﬂmwﬂm__whm.zwaﬂm%
sinkholes most medium stiff sandy clay averlying poorly to mmv:_mam:. near ent umu exit
| sy ERI and SEP moderately indurated {(weathered) Large voids not msﬂ,Qﬂm,mﬂ da
Suwanee River Low | typically are 11 anomalies limestone. Top of limestone 20 to 45 feet I_um vmz._ out drilling fluid lass ﬁw
less than 10 were identified Drilling fluid returns lost at 15, 18, 12. & Siiier veids o sornesof laase

material such as those encountered
in borings expected. Mitigation
measures outlinad in this document
increase likelihood of successfi
installation.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO023 - Food & Water Watch

20151026-5487 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/26/2015 4:58:31 PM

I C023-1 See the response to comment FA2-27.
Please Deny the Sabal Trail Pipeline
o C023-2 Section 3.14 states that, while the process of shale gas production may impact
Dear FERC Commissioners, the same types of resources as would the SMP Project, these impacts are so far

removed from the project area that the effects would not be additive with those
of the SMP Project. Section 1.2.1 also notes the production of natural gas is not
under FERC jurisdiction but, rather, under various state and federal agencies
where the facilities are located. Section 1.3 further explains why we do not
consider impacts associated with natural gas production in our analysis.

C023-1 [|'urse you to protect Florida's natural springs and drinking water by rejecting any plans to build the
Sabal Trail Pipeline.

If constructed, the Sabal Trail Pipeline would threaten water supplies for millions of residents,
potentially devastating communities along its path if a leak or spill were to occur.

The project would also bisect sensitive ecosystems along areas in Northern and Central Florida which
include a network of protected Florida springs.

C023-2 | fear that this pipeline would also encourage the development ef more fracking across our region.
Fracking has been shown to be inherently unsafe, and it will have negative economic and
envirenmental impacts for all Floridians.

| urge you to protect Florida communities by denying the construction of the Sabkal Trail Pipeline.

Signed,
First Name Last Name City State  Zip

1 Janis Sawvyer Santa Rosa Beach FL 32459

2 Steve Malecka Indialantic FL 32903-3823
3 Pamela Sennott Sarasota FL 34238-2757
4 Robert Roman Miami FL 33126-6056
5 Elizabeth Guthrie Webster NY 14580-4131
6 Karen Roland Chipley FL 32428-4567
7 Catherine Seely Riverview FL 33569

8 David Lynch Ocala FL 34480-6660
9 Frederico Maretti Orlando FL 32828-8382
10 Gavi Stevens Largo FL 33771-1113
11 Nichole O'Neil Orlando FL 32814-6773
12 Kelly Greene Miami FL 33168-4421
13 Sophia Coleman Brandon FL 33511-6350
14 Dorothy Doyle Charlestown MD 21914-0034
15 Suzanne Dauber Palm City FL 34990

16 Donna Garcia Sebastian FL 32958-4810
17 Haroeld Grubb Orlando FL 32821-7408
18 Cynthia Shepherd Titusville FL 32780-6636
19 Karol Klein Dade City FL 33525-7200
20 Michelle Szymanski Delray Beach FL 33446-3311

mmlt/ watch
www.foodandwaterwatch.org — {202) 683 2500 —1616 P St. NW, Washington, DC 20036 1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO24 — Southern Natural Gas Company, LL.C

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL FNERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
)
Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC ) Docket No. CP15-17-000
)

COMMENTS OF SOUTHERN NATURAL GAS COMPANY, L.L.C. ON THE
DRAFT ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PREPARED FOR THE
SABAL TRAIL PROJECT

Southern Natural Gas Company, L.L.C. (“Southern™) hereby submits comments in responsc to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“Draft EIS™) issued by the Federal Encrgy Regulatory
Commission (“Commission™) Staff for the Sabal Trail Project. Southern respectfully requests that
Commission Stafl consider Southern’s comments and incorporate these comments into the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (“Final EIS) prepared for the Sabal Trail Project.

I INTRODUCTION

On November 21, 2014, Sabal Trail Transmission, LLC (“Sabal Trail”") submitted an application
in Docket No. CP15-17-000 to construct, own, and operate a proposed greenfield natural gas pipeline
project (“Sabal Trail Project™. The Sabal Trail Project proposes to cross Southern’s pipelines numerous
times over approximately 180 miles where the proposed greenfield pipeline would run parallel to
Southern’s pipelines. On December 16, 2014, Southern filed a timely Motion to Intervene and Comments
in this proceeding (“Comments™). Southern filed additional comments on December 16, 2014, March 26,
2015, and Junc 5, 2015 in the referenced docket. On September 3, 2015, Commission Staff published a
Draft EIS for the Sabal Trail Project.

11 COMMENTS

Southern has met with Sabal Trail multiple times regarding the crossings proposed by Sabal Trail
to Southern’s pipelines. Southern is committed to continuing discussions and reaching final agreement
regarding the Parallel Construction Agreement, including a detailed construction work plan to bore all

crossings and reimbursement of the costs that will be incurred by Southern in connection with the Sabal

Company and Organization Comments



962-0

CO24 -

Southern Natural Gas Company, LL.C (cont’d)

C0O24-1

Trail Project. Nevertheless, no final agreement on the Parallel Construction Agreement has been reached
yet. Thus, Southern submits the following comments for the Commission Staff”s consideration.

Sabal Trail has proposed an excessive number of crossings to Southern’s pipelines. Section 4.3
and Appendix D of the Draft EIS “evaluate[d] route alternatives and variations to determine whether their
implementation would be preferable to the proposed corresponding action.” This scction only provides
analysis on one variation — the “SONAT” Collocation Variation. The Final EIS should provide specific
analysis on eliminating additional crossings. Although Southern is less concerned with the number of
crossings since Sabal Trail has agreed, in principle, to bore the large majority of the crossings to

Southern’s pipelines, the table below details the ten most unnecessary crossings.

23 and 24 90.46 and | Sabal Trail proposes to cross the Southern right-of-way and back within 1.5

Crossover

Mile Post Comments to Eliminate Crossings
Number

91.98 miles in this location. The proposcd route does not consistently collocate
wilh Southern right-of-way. Additionally, regardless of which side Sabal
Trail collocates with Southern’s right-of-way, Sabal Trail must cross the
pond. Southern proposes that the Sabal Trail Project remain on the west,
which would reduce the overall impacts and avoid two crossings of
Southern’s right-of-way.

27 and 28 96.29 and | Sabal Trail proposes to join the Southern right-of-way from the west and

98.22 immediately cross to the east (MP 27) and then cross back to the west (MP
28) within 2 miles. While Sabal Trail claim cultural resources to the west,
the information provided by Sabal Trail does not indicate that the cultural
resources immediately abut the Southern right-of-way to the west.
Southern proposes that the Sabal Trail Project remain on the west of the
Southern pipelines at this location.

33 and 34 109.09 and | Sabal ‘I'rail proposes to cross Southern’s right-of-way at MP 33 to avoid a

116.92 structure.  This structure is a pole shed that can be routed around on the
same side. To the extent the crossing at MP 33 is eliminated, the crossing
at MP 34 could also be eliminated. Southern proposes that the Sabal Trail
Project remain west of the Southern pipelines at this location.

67, 68, 69, 241.56, Sabal Trail proposes four crossings within 1.5 miles. Southern proposes
and 70 241.84, that the Sabal Trail Project remain to the west of the Southern pipelines and
242,10, and | follow property lines to avoid residences.
242.68

Each crossing poses a risk during construction of the crossing as well as ongoing risks during operation
and maintenance of the pipelines. Sabal Trail does not have a compelling rcason to cross Southern at
these ten locations or a good reason why these crossing could not be eliminated. While Southern

recognizes that a route variation at this point in the proceeding may cause some delay, Southern is not

C0O24-1

We have reviewed the justifications provided by Sabal Trail for not eliminating
the 10 priority crossings, as filed in table 10.6-12 of their September 30, 2015
Supplemental Filing, and conclude that the crossings are justified.
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CO024 - Southern Natural Gas Company, LLC (cont’d)

C024-1
cont’d

C024-2

responsible for Sabal Trail’s poor route selection. Southern expressed to Sabal Trail our objections to the
excessive number of crossings as soon as Southern became aware of them and Southern has repeated
those same objections to the Commission numerous limes. Southern believes these crossings are
unnecessary, create additional, avoidable risk, and should be eliminated.

Additionally, Sections 3.13.1 and 5.1.12 of the Draft LIS state that “Sabal Trail has also
committed to work with SONAT on the design and construction methods for the 47 proposed crossings,
cathodic protection systems, and future maintenance activities.” To date, Southern and Sabal Trail have
not reached agreement on the Parallel Construction Agreement, Sabal Trail must remain committed to
finalizing the Parallel Construction Agreement, including a detailed construction work plan to bore all
crossings and reimbursement of the costs that will be incurred by Southern in conncetion with the Sabal
Trail Project; otherwise, Southern’s customers will have to bear these substantial costs. Accordingly,
Southern requests that the Commission require Sabal Trail to have executed a Parallel Construction
Agreement with Southern for the Sabal Trail Project prior to beginning construction. Southern will notify
the Commission when the Paralle]l Construction Agreement has been executed by both parties.

1L CONCLUSION

For the foregeing reasons, Southern respectfully requests that Commission Staff consider

Southern’s comments and incorporate these comments into the Final EIS prepared for the Sabal Trail

Project.

Respectfully submitted,

Margaret G. Coffman

Assistant General Counscl

Dated: October 26, 2015

C0O24-2

Comment noted. The crossing of utility lines is a common industry practice.
Staff is not recommending any changes to the number of crossings or their
locations.
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CO024 - Southern Natural Gas Company, LLC (cont’d)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing information by electronic mail upon each
person designated on the official service list compiled by the secretary in this proceeding.

Dated at Birmingham, Alabama this 26th day of October 2015,

Margaret d. Coffman !

Assistant General Counsel

SOUTIIERN NATURAL GAS COMPANY, L.L.C.
P. 0. Box 2563

Birmingham, Alabama 35202-2563

(205) 325-7424
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